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" CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION /

This research is an'investigation of library book /

theft at.The Ohio State University. Specifically, théfstudy

—————-——é%%e&p%é—%e—aaswe*—s&eh—ques%%ens~as: who steals library

books, what are their motivations, and what methods do the
. ; ) /

use. In addition, opinions of book thieves* and non-

thieves are examined with regards to what techniques the?/

€

feel would best deter.and prevent book theft.

The focus of this research will be on book ' thefkt
- !

only. It will not address the question of journal| mutila-

i
|

tion, periodiéﬁl theft, fire or any of the sundry [phases

of library material loss. The péople who are, boo 'thievgs
will be detcrmined by self-rcporting techniques. [A
que§tionnai}e distributed to 466 students will bel the
principal reséarch tool. The major theoretical erspectiﬁe s
will be that used to study white collar crime. . .
History )

Library book theft is not a new prgblém Librarian's

.-have been aware of this problem for ages. Since.the twelfth

* Although the term book '"thieves" may in some @analyses
connotate a professional criminal the term thiicf and
stealer will be used interchangeably. In this regard these
terms refer to a person who takes a book froQ the library

in an unauthorized manner. ¥, ;
. 1 ]
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century, libraries have becn plagued by book theft At

.

that time, the librarians' solution was to .chain books to
the library walls (Sutuchi, 1973). But as the times have

‘changed, the demand has increased for more ready access
-

to gboks and other librawy materials. 1In addition,
librarians have becomesmore sensitive and more responsiye
? to the growing, needs of patrons (Gapan, 1975). Conse-.
’ quentl?; in the present era when the trend is to augment
the flow of information and the availability of.resourcgf

material for numertous people, 11m1tat10ns on 11brd@y use

P

Ted

- would inhibit rather than facilitate the goals of Contem-
s/ ~

porany librarians.

Loae
The increased volume of library use today is not

inexpectedly associated with an accclerated rate of book

loss (Reneker, -1970). The concern over this loss has

- Ld ]

grown. In 1940, fourteen artlcles about actual cases,of

book theft or methods to deter 1t\appeared in the lekary
\

Literature. The number of such articles gradually \

k.
increased, perhaps reflectlng a greater concern for this

~ phenomenon. In 1969, therc were forty-three articles

on book theft in the Library Literature. Yet another.

; . ’indicator of the librarians' hcightened concern with this
problém is documented in a study of two hdpdrea libraries
donc by thec Burns Sccurity Institute‘}p 1973. Scven out
of ten librafies reported theft as their most importﬁnt

problem (Burns Security Institute, 1973).

’ ) | 7
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The national interecst-in the library book theft

problem stems in,part from_financial pressure. On the
basis of inyentories of current books received, librarians
estimate that 4 to 6 per cent of their total collection

is missing* {Daughtery, 1975): The-total dollar loss due-
to missing books in 140 libraries whidk responded to a
survey conducted‘bx the Burns Security Institute was

$437,400 per year or an average annual dollar loss of

,,$3,1ZQ per library, equivalent to about eighty-five books** -

(Burns Security'Instiéute, 1973). A sample inven?ory done
by Irene Braden in 1967, ééte}mined that the per cent of
books missing from libraries at The Ohio State Un%versity.
ranged from 1 to 15 per ;ent*** (Braden, 1968). Librar-
jans at The Ohio State University estimated that thg
dollar loss due to book theft\yas approximately $64,000

in 1972. Based on eétimafions§of loss made by The Ohio

State University Library statistician the loss would be

$140,000 in 1972.# The discrepancy in the figures is due

77 1 - - T
* Current and popular books have a higher loss rate
than other types of library books (Gapan, 1975).

* %% Most libraties surveyed were small public libraries.

%%k AcademiC Yibraries gencrally have a higher loss rate //,)4ﬁy4

g than public ones (Gapan, 1975).

Although some estimations lrave been made, actual dol-
lay“loss is difficult for librarians to determine.
émplete inventories are seldom if &ver- done due to
the tremendous amount of money and time such an under-
taking would require. Morcover, the task of deter-
mining a book's status (lost vs. stolen) is compli-
cated by the fact that missing books rcappear often at
the end of a quarter or the school year.

8
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. ‘ %‘m .
‘to the fact that theilibrarians' estimate is based on the
average raté of book i?ks times the amount of moncy g@e
library spent on ;cpi%cing~990k§.£n 1972; the statistician's
rate was based on an estimation of the books missing times
the avérage worth of-a book in 1972. )
Despite such _fi”han'l losses, a rccent -study by
Maxine Renecker (1940) showed that liﬁrariané fecl the majo;
consequence of‘library book thef# is the inconvenicnce the
patron must suffer. It is possible that the librarians
responded to Renecker's survey this way because of their
—COnception of proger professional response rather than
their‘actual/}ﬁélinations. -Still, these librarians and
those the researcher has talked w;th, have noticed the
frustration the patron and they themselves havé undoubtedly
experienced spending ‘unrewarded hours searching the stacks
or chiﬁking in other libraries for desired materials that
.bhaVe been«stélen. Conscquently, library users aré subse-
quently often ferced to write term papers or project
repérts with incomplete or inadequate rcsources. 'Further,
the library is.oftéﬁ/unaﬁle to replace all stolen material
thus compoqﬁding the frustration of missing rcsourcgs‘for
future users/and.for librarians who must dcal with these
patrons. .
Librarians have triéd publicity campaignd, student
security guards, limiting cxits, and electronic devices to
‘Z°aetcr libnarf'book theft (Grecn, 1964). For the-most part,

9
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as the review of the library litecrature will reyveal, thesc
techniques have becen unsuccessful. At The Ohio State = -
UniVe;sity, the concern of librarians has been partially

concentrated on means to deter book theft. The director

_ of The''Ohio State Univcrsitnyibrary thinks formality makes

students feel alienated and thus more likely to steal

books (Atkinson, 1975). Thus, one step the library has

v !

taken in response to the directors opinion is to keep
formality low. This is accomplished by not requiring a
special library card, by employing student personnel, by
making access to books relatively easy, and by gently
reminding patrons of overéue books with post card notices
sent to the patron's residences. Thcée procedures, while

"

perhaps necessary to crcate a warm, welcomec atmosphere,
- i

* allow greater opportunity to would-be book thieves to steal

liﬁrary materials. A number of counter measures have been
implemented to modify such opportunities and hopefully

deter book theft. First, a review of The Ohio State'S" .
University's newspaper the Lantern, since 1970 indicateé the
librarians' attempt to curtail book loss by amnesty days
(April 1970, 71, 72}, librarians' consideration of black
listing itudents wpo owe ove}’%ifty dollars in fines and/or
books to the library and revécation of privileges of
faculty wholwiia not rctﬁ?n‘books (1973, 75). Seccond, the
Lgntcrn has published several articles and cditorials
discussing the library book loss problem. 1In adaition, thi
- /

R I,

-
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- point.- Fourth, librarians here have also distributed

)
N
T

i s

news paper has had articles on the effectiveness of student

seturity guards and-elcctronic sécurity systems, Check

.P01nt and Tattle_Tape, installed in the Educatlon, Maln,

and Commercce L1bra11es. Third, along with such security
devices ins;i%}Bd in a number of libraries, librarians have

limited the number of exits and entrances to one central

questionnaires in the Commerce and Biological Sciencé‘
Libraries‘to gather information aﬁout book theft and what
can be done abbﬁt it. Last, and perhaps the nost

decisive acfion librarians have taken has been against book

multilators. Since the summer of 1975 the Commerce L1brary

¥

has beerr/enforcm(7 sectiébn 2909.10 (12488) of .the Ohio
Criminal Code which states:
2909.10 (12488). Destroying books or paintings.

No person shall intentionally deface, obliterate,
tear, .or destroy, in whole or in part, or cut or remove
an articlec or advertisement or any page-or part of. any

" scientific material, newspaper, book, magazine, or

periodical bclon01ng to another person, association,
corporation, or public library, or intentionally deface,
oblltelatc or destroy, in whole or in part, any picture,
painting, sculpturc, statue, monument, or any work of art
or reproduction of work of art, belonging to another
person, association, corporation, muscuni, or public
library.

Whocver violates this section shall be fined not
more than five hundred dollars or imprisoncd not more +
than thirty days, or both. .

L]

In this way the librarians are(employing the power of the
- R} \/—_

state as well as that of fhe university.
[ N // ‘ ) .
11 : | -

/ .
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: \ but \\lso psychologlcally
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_

Librayy book theft is costly not only flnanrlally :

"

One librarian, Oscar Trelles

(1973) estimates the loss \ue to book theft nht{onwidc at

/ ”
flve Allllon dollars.. No onelﬁyﬁ calculate? the man hours/_ 2

lost scarchlng for lost books Like other types of deviant

Htﬁav101, theft prevents the system £rom werking as

\ . _ |
smoothly as it might by forcing libraries. to spend mond?i/l, %
on rePlacing books rather than on expanding their coéllec-

. - “ A ".
tion.\ oreover, at best, library book theft means the-

patroniis deprived of his or her time, and, igfﬁbrst, the 4

a
3

person is deprived of needed information. ' : 7z "

-

espite the extent of the litrary book theft pro-

’ ~ . - l
blem, only scanty research has been done.[ Most of the/

research which has been dogefaéﬁiéﬂwith deterrence systems. ‘s o

\

. °

Still, as Qi&l be seen from the geyiew of the literatur

most of the articles concern speculation and opinion of jg
librarians rather th¥n ‘empirical studies of library patrons °.
and book thieves. fhus a study which examines the at}itudes Y/

of the student community, particularly those of book thieves

AY

is essential, : - — _
Not on%y should this study.incrcase the knowledge of -
how and why ;ibrary book theft is accomplished but alsq T
this knowledge may help librarians determine effective
methods for deterrence.
A review of the literaturc'dceiing with book theft

5 \

and white collar crime in general will be¢ given in Chapter TI.

12




Chapter III will discuss this particular study includinfg .

-

) - . . ,
the sample, questionnaire construction and administratijon"

] /.\"‘ .
as well as other methods employed in analyzing the data“

The findings themselves and the interpretation of the data
will be bresented in Chapter 'IV. Finally, Chapter V will

summarize the study and discuss its implications. .

‘

k|
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW

|

Thls chapter will reV1ew the literature on library
book theft and develop hypotheses applicable to thys
particular study. The discussion will consider literature
in many diverse areas. Not only is this done for the éake of
completeness, but- also it is done to give thi;E?foject ﬁbre

A Z
continuity with other research.* The literature will be pre-

sented in this manner: First the literature dedling with a

» .
spegific aspect of library book theft will be examined, Yo

second, a discussion about the Yiterature will ensue, third,
s » @

a list of hypotheses or possible areas of-investigation will
. ~

be given. The literature review involves a survey of material

from.diverse disciplines.

Library Factors

é

While the conceptual framework associated with white
collar crime is the reference point for this reséarch,
other hypotheses based on knowledge of librarians, security
systems analysts, university educators and administrators,
and sécial scienti;ts will be taken into. account. The

L4 ‘ ’

s
L

I

* For a dlscus51on of constructlng hypotheses in a new area
of gesearch see Frank Westie, "Toward Closer Relations
Betiveen Theory and Research: A Procedure and An Example,"
American Sociological’ ‘Reviéw, Vol. 22,2 (April, 1957), T
pp: ISO 154, . .

10 .
* | 15
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first arca of the rescarch to he discusscdlis librafy
factors. Most of the articles in library ﬁeriodicals
addr0551ng the topic oF book theft deal wlth technlques
Iwhlch constitute an env1ronncntal design in 11brar1es to
minimize book‘thcft. These include the'utilizatiop of
electronic devices, the allowance of only one exit, the
rearfangement of furgiturc; the placement of shelves for
better viewing, extension of libréry hours and the assign-
ment of fines to book thieves (Savaée, 19599 Re%eker, 1§30;
Quick; 1964; Feret, 1972; Berry, 1965; Morrison, 1966

Clark and Haydee, 1969). The factors discussed most -

. frequently in the literature were included in this study's

survey. Students weée asked ~to evaluategihe effigacy of

the addition of electronic devices, the assdignment” of

. fines to book thieves, the pro;ision of more library hours,
- and the instigation of.publdcity‘campaigns in Eurbiﬁg book

theft. The hypotheses drawn from the literature were_ that.

such environmental changes will reduce book theft.*

Bureaucratic Factors - X ’ ¢

A second area of the literature to be con51dered
was derived from a stud( by Oliner and Manuel (1975) In

this study, they tested assumptions that theft is 1in.

e

¢ r
. “* “Humphries (1974) th;nks that studcnts used the theories L,
’ presented in this discussion as rationales.. However, he
belicves that the only way to dcter crime is by changing
the env1ronncnt .

~ e 3
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response to material deprivation, for kicks, and for stafhs
. pressure (the idea that the act itself makes a person
appear more like an adult). They also explored the ideas
" that stealers have a significant other, a member of the
person's fami;y, peer group etc., that stole ?nd that

! people who steal books do so as a political profest. From

.t

this examination, they found that both stealers and non-
stecalers perceive material deprivation as a powerful moti-
vation to steal and that more ‘stealers than non-stealers
believe role models encourage people to steal. In

. addition, Oliner and Manuel found that stealers‘incfeasingly
fationalize ;heir behavior by saying Eﬁat they steal in
protest against the udiversity.: Stealers feel that big
business and the university are related; as a result of
this relation they feel that their university hag lost

) .
- a

touch with.their values.

~

.
’

An intriguing study by Erwin Smigel (1972) concern- ,
ing attiéudes toward stealing in relation to the victim

organization has some of the same political protest

Y [

overtones as the Oliner and Manuel study (1975). Smigel, - -

found that while the 212 Indiana residents interviewed .
generally disapprove of stealing, if forced they would

prefer to steal {from large business, first, from government,

_second and finally, from small business. The princiblés

involved scemed to Smigel to be "least cvil" (ihcylfhink'_

—

~ LY 3

N
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that blg bu51ncss has excess proflt that big business
.cheats the general public) and "least risk." - Although
these two were the main factors, Smigel urges other -

variables like anonymity, bureaucracy, power, and imper-
sonality may play a part in the respondents' decision.

A study by Stern (1966) on the effects college
environments have on students max‘indicate why these
findings are particularly relevant to beok theft in a large

university setting. Stern found that schools with over

12 000 students such as The Ohlo State Unlver51ty, tend to

‘have "low student dlgnlty." "Low student dighity" is

defined as. students having little voice in the affairs of
the uninersity.*

Stern's finaings in light ot Smigel's and Oliner's
and Manuel's studies suggest that students might feel more
comfortabie taking books from a larger-ﬁnive?sity than a

' - g . . .
smaller one 6r even from a larger library as opposed to a

FERNSE NS

* A study by Pace (1964) in which techniques similar and in *
some cases identical to Stern's were .used, found -the
values of the larger university and these of the students
of the larger university are the same. Furthermore, if,
in some case, university values conflict with ,the 'stu-
dent's values, the student will yield his values and the
values of his peers in favor of the unlver51ty Neverthe-
lesi, this a parent discérepancy Bctween Stern's and ’
Pace's findings may be explained by the fact that,
although there is wide variation between colleges and’
departmcnts students belong to a more dominant culture
which is: prdctlcal and status oflcnted Perhaps this
dominant culture encourages thel students.to at least
accept or perhaps adapt their values to that of the
university itself, if they confllct.

Co 0 T qgl
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~

. .~\\‘ . . - - . /
smaller library or department libra¥y—with which g student

may identify. If stu@gnts fecl the school itself does not
fulfill their.values and the univcrsi?y;is more concerned
with administrative efficiency ratherﬂthan with the values
of the student and/or the studént feelsjfhere 1s 1es§ cbanc@
of being cadght,stealiné from a larger library, the student
may be more likely to steal books from a larger university
or library. Using this analysis, three hypotheses will be
garivcd. These are: people steal books in protest agains£
fhe university which they think is 1like '"big business;"
students feel there is less "risk" stealing from a large

library than a small library; students feel less guilty

stealing from a large library than a small or department

library.
R d

o

- ‘./

University Setting Factors

%

A third.area of t#@aﬁiterature concerning theft in
the university seiting will be presented. Si£ out of sevén
shoplifters interviéwed by Walter Lunden (1966) in his
study of college shoplifters revealed that they shoplifted
because it presented a challenge or because it w;s an
aFccptable way to obtain items for themselves or others,
pundgn summarized his study by saying shoplifters stole
books for '"kicks." Only a small peroéent of students in

the Oliner ‘and Manuel study and a small per cent of the mon-

dee { . .
'stealefs in Lunden's study felt "kicks'" was a rationale for

19 M -




stealérs (Oliner and Manuel; 1975, Lunden, 1966). Still,
the hypotﬁesis that»sthdents steal library books for kicks
will be examined in this research

A second descrlptlon of college theft is derived
from a study by Poland In his research of colTege stud?nts
at Purduc University, Poland (1971) explored the hypothesis
that theft amonglcollcge stud;nts is a gang type behavior.*
He found class background and attitude toward the law of
male stealers to be the same as male non-stealers. Asic}ggi
from class ranﬁ, the only difference which appeared,bef&eéh
stealers and nqn-stearerg was that stealers participateé ‘

more in premarital sex, marijuana smoking and liquor buying

for minors. Consequently, Poland's hypothesis was

unsupported by his research. Similarly, Waldo and Hall L
(1970) found that attitudes among junior high students

towards the criminal justice system did not differ signifi-

cantly be'tween those who had and those who had not violated

the law . Yet, when E.W., Vaz (1969) studied the attitudes
of pub11c and private high school students, he found
private school beys had a less rigid interpretation of the

. » "
law. He also found that private school ,boys had a greater.

propensity to speed in their automobile, drink alcohol,

, 3
\:: -

* Poland based his study on Sutherland's and Cressey!s
notion of differential association. Poland interprected

this concept by sayinp stealers learn methods and attl-
tudes from their frlcnds .

20
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etc. This rescarch suggests that one of the.ccmﬁanents of

library book theft might bc one's peer or family view of
book theft as well as the view the stealer and the gencral
coﬁmunity hold on the degree of "rightness" or "wrongness'"

of stealing a book. .

White Collar Crime Factors

Thé hypotheses identificd thus far deal with the
effcctiveness of changing the environment, that book theft
is éffected\by bureaucracy and may Jbe a reiult of people
viewing the university as a "big businegs," that books are
stolen:for kicks, aﬁd that_book theft is a restlt of gang
‘Béﬁavibr. The major thrust of the study, hﬁwever, is to
exaﬁine library book™ theft as a form of white collar crime.
In this regard, discussion of library book theft will entail
a description of the types of pressurés which may lead to

. ) Py
book theft, a comparison of library book theft with shop-

-1ifting, and a discussion of the white collar crime
perspective may be appropriate to analyze library book
theft in an academic setting.

From the literature review and from selected inter-

views by the researéher, it appeérs that library book theft :

1s a responsc to pressure. Curtis, a security expert,

argues that this pressurc is a kind of social psychological

pressure; for cxample, a way to compensate for ‘a highly

. . . [
neurotic nced (Nunes, 1972). Other librarians, however,

21
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feel that academic pressure is the major mo;iwatioﬁ.of’
book thieves.* Lee Zimmerman (1960) in his)ﬁrticle, ‘
JPilfering and Mutilating Books," and Maxiné\Renecker on
thé bqsis of her nationwide survey both feel acaaemic
pressure is the primary exﬁlanation to account for library
book, theft. Norman Vines (1969) who investigated EPOk\
theft in two high school libraries, one in a highei?and
one in a lower economic area, also feels academic pfessure
is important. Finally, the opinion that book theft is
due to academic pressure is echoed by Rita Schefrin in her
iﬁtroductionxgo her synopsis of ljbrary.security systems
(Schefrin, 1971).

Response to this pressuré by the academic book

thicf is parallel to that of the shoplifter. Shoplifting,

according to Cameron (1969) involves a drive for ecomomic~

Eain and no legitimate means of obtaining it. Shoplifting
entails a sort of material deprivation, a group to instruct,

and group suppo}t. Material deprivation has been mentioned

£

,several times in the literature. Material deprivation used

!
i

in this.context has a special conhotation. Material

deprivation, for book theft, and perhaps for shoplifting as_

wcll,/i; a material deprivation of needs artifically |

e

PR, o’

R |

¥ Although this research is not dealing directly with muti-
lation, it-is intcresting to note the idcas of those who

. have studied it., Mutilators responding to interview by
Clyde Hendrick and Marjoriec Murfin (1974), rcvealcd that
they mutilated books because of pressure of assignments.
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created by the system and not neceésafily required by the . %
ipdividual to survive. The deprivation may be related to a ’ %
perceived need by the individual.to maintgin his or her roie 1
in a system or culture. The model of library book thieves ' ?
@eing comparable to shoplifters has also been suggested by %
- "Kaye Gapan (forthcoming) in her analysis of bosk theft. 1In
~~; ‘/,/’y/\ sqm; it appears that like the shoplifter and the white
cﬁliar‘gmiminal as described by Sutherland,. Cressey, Geis,

and ‘many others, the patron who removes books in an

unauthorized manner in the course of his or her.work, his

N

or her role as a student, does so as a result of the

pressures of his or her status rather than for a source of '

: . : .
income.

- The researcher has taken a electic approach.

)
-

because no research has necessarily made any of the hypothe-

ses less tenable with regards to library-book theft.

- em——— 4

. AR 1
. However the researcher has emphasized-the white collar crime ¢

. . !

framework because this perspective seems to encompass the

aspects of crime, types of behavior, group attitudes, unclear
. ' D '
definition of the act, and motivations for the act, thc most
: ; _

comﬁletely and concisely. This perschtiweuseems applicable

because 11brary patrons, partlcularly at a univer§it§, are

generally from a middle- class backoround Finally, this

R/rspectlvc is supported by the opinions of librarians whé
=

+  have studlcd fhls/g;oblcm although only cne librarian,
'L\

- T e s
Gapan, has—piq;¢é it in such-a-framework. Therefore, this

23
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+
~

perspective seeﬁs to be the most appropriate for the library
book theft phenomecnon.

Library book thé%t appears to be a type of avoca-
tional crime, that is a crime by a person who does not think
of himself as a criminal. (Avocational criﬁ@ is a term
coined by 'Geis; 1974.) His or her major géurce of‘income
or status comes from a source qtﬁer\than the crime

‘ the person commits. As suggested by Kaye Gapan
(1975), library book theft may also be deterable by publi-
caily labeling it as a <rime. The act of library book
theft will bé defined for this research as the<intentional
removing of books from the libra?Y in an unauthorized -
manner (Green, 1564): |

This chapter has summarized the literature diﬁling
with library book theft. The perspectives that will guide
the analysis of the data are: library environmental design,
burcaucratic factors, library book theft as,éotivated by
kiéks, lfbrary book theft as a result of gangabehavigr,,

and ‘'white collar crime factors. The following lisf,of g
, : ~ .

hypothesgé will be tested. - / . ,T_______jj e

A. Library Factors /
1. Electronic devices wily/curb book theft.
2, More\xeroxing machineé @ill curly’ book theft. .
3, Fining book thieves will_curb book theft. -
4. Conduééing publicity qamﬁaigns will ;ﬁfb book .~

theft. Y - .
24 , S
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Library book thieves do not have enough time
to use the library.

L4

‘6. The expepsd?oi ixeroxing motivates people to

steal.

7. Student security guards will, K curb book theft.
B. Bureaucratic Factors.
1. People steal books in protést against the
university which théy think resembles 'big
: businéss."
- 2, Books are more likely ‘to be stolen from lé}ger
than a smaller library. )
. . 3. Purpose of library (e.g. department, reference)
| affects place wherg baoks are stolen.** B

C. University Setting Factors .

i It

1.7 quk thieves steal books for‘kicks .

. 2. Bookﬁthieves legfrn t eir m thods for stealing ./
¢ — j / e LI
_ .- rather than develop meth?/s tbémselves - 7
# ' e o ,
3. Percept{on of "rlghtness" or- "ngpgness" of//
" book theft is shared by book thieves and thelr
. / friends. Book thleves wall define the act ds

" the book thieves' friends d¢/ ) W : M

R

D. /Whlte Collar Crlme\Faqtors

. 1. People are unsure\mf 11brary book theft is

’

right or wrong. \ ¥ ~
]

~

*¥ Direction of relationship is not hypothesized. R

) -
¢ v
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Peonle steal books becaus of academic prussure

a. Studcnts deal with

i

I
21 J%
|

1

tiff competltlon by 1

stealing bodoks to keep them from their _

/

peers. -

b. Students ste ,Eooks becausg thby caﬁnot

afford to buy books, . U A

¢ «

c. . Students.steal books to get better grades.
Students’§tea1 books to have the bdoks for

' gi . *their-personal collection.

- P
&

. e. Grade poinf class rank, and college may " -

nfluence academlc erssure.

3. Stealer's frlends perceive boo&A£heft as rég?tl-

. s ? . ) -
.- mate. y ; < - ' ,/X/

~

} ) 4. Stealersfare of mi@ﬂie class’backéround.‘\ﬂ
., « ! . / * R /
/5. ~Sanctions against Fook theft are notQ?ftgn//

e;férced When they, arev‘the sanctions.do not B
— ”’ //; ~,,faffect tha’ggealer S"ilfechancés " // - ' ;
gh of these hyp6?ﬁ;ses will b@ 1nd1v1dua11y e%amlned and ’
/g6mmentef upon in Chapter 1

|

7 T ‘. . B . ')
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CHAPTER TIII. METHODOLOGY

[y
.

7

The case study method will be used in this‘research.
This method was chosen because the study }s éxploraéory in
nature, the results of this research will determineiif more
research is warranted. The library system'%} The Ohio
State University is ‘a good choice for study bccadse its
library system has a w;de variéty of library materials and
security systems. Also a repfésentative sample of The’Ohio
State University studént,population provides as much
heterogenei€Y'ip respondents ‘as possibie.
) A discussion of why and how this particular sample
_was chosen, how the qﬁestionnaire was develoﬁed and
administered, and what techniﬁhes,of mé?gagement were

"

employed will be presented in the following sfktioﬁs.

~ Sample ' . ‘ ; -

The sgmple was drawn from college students* enrolled—_

* Undoubtedly a major factor in the librdry loss rate -is
,employec théft. In fakt, Mary Camerost (1964) in her works
/ on shoplifting estimates the loss rafe due to employee )

/' theft at 67 per cent. Moreover, ingtances of library-

employeces .stcaling books have been/cited in the library
literature (ALA Asks Victimized Libraries to Contact
Librarians Guilty of Stcaling Peftaining to Special
Committee, 1964; Librarians Gui)Yty of Stealing Purloining :

r
|
. |
t {
[
!

v ’ /




14
-

26

’ L4

in various classes at The Ohio State University in the fall

o

of 1975. The classes were chosen beccause the rescarcher was
inferested in surveying a heterogcneous sample with regards
: -

to experience with library matcrials and deterrent systems P

and with regards to class rank and field of sfp@y.*

Classes were chosen'by examining the enrollment of al}l the.
classes in the fall quarter of 1974 iﬂ'éaéheéo}iege on the
basis of class rank and tollcge. If the enrollmént books

were unavailable, deans or administrative assistants or in

~

one case the counselor of the college'listeq courses that |

would have students of intercollcge diversity** and a —
majority of juniors and-seniors, The,researcler concen-
trated on juyniors and seniors because é’poll by The Ohio

. State Univefsity's PULSE: (1974) 'indicated that‘juniorsﬂ-°/
4 j ‘ i :

- S S A

Convertfing Federal Property on -Loan to Library. 196%) .
Some of these concern gmployees abusing their check-out:
priviléges; others deal with stealing from rare collqctions.
William Bond (1973) in his drticle on book store security
suggests, in addition, that/Trapid turnover leads to - theft:
- . At The Ohio State Universityy the turnover rate for both
student part-time employees and civil service equivalents
"(clerks, library assistants, for example) 1s 25 per cent
per.year (The ‘Ohio Statc University, 1975). However,
because of time and monetary limitations and because the ,
researcher suspects the sclf report rate would not be-as ,
valid among library employees, this study will be limited
to an examination of students. ) S
* The librarians at The h&ﬁ’Stateypnchvsity conducted a o
study simila;/;g/t i§ 6ne in 197%-74 using only library o
- patrons for amplc. Sampling a group of -studgnts more
// - varied. in type d {requency of Iibra_z/ggg,/WT%? serve as
/ ‘ a check on their Kindings. T /
- ** An cxample of a cladg with intercollege diversity would be SN
Accounting 212 with business. administ¢ration, finance; -
marketing, and wecountinp~and perhaps-students -in other
colleges taking accoumtisig- prep: ation 'for law school.

81 e Y




27

.

t

and seniors werc the princibal users of the library system.

I'd

Classcs were sclected from this list by practical °

-

‘ - 'consideratibn§.* These classes were: Microbiology, 509,

'Fréhéh'IOI, Statistics 125, Accounting 212, Sociolegy 430,
"Classics 120, Astronomy.ISO, English 290, English 205, and
Socioiogy 790. Although choosing classes on a practical
‘ . consideration may have introduced systematlc error into the
N sample, mldway througbnthehéurvey answers to the questions
. concerning demographic variablgé\yere reviewed and the 3

sample characteristics were found to be zepresentative of

the students at The Ohio State University.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire method was deemed the most!

appropriate way- to tap the opinions of many students in a

, . variety of fields and all class ranks. -In addition, the

questionnaire, particularly a self-administered one such as
this, facilitated obtaining a large sample quickly. The

‘ .
questionnaire was administered by the researcher in nine .o

classes and by the researcher's colleague in one class,

®

* Practical considerations include if the researcher was
frec when the class was offered, etc. If the researcher /
knew the instructor she contactcd the instructor before-
hand to arrange an appropriate day to survey. 1f the /
.. ' - y,researcher did not know the instructor, she arrived ten
minutes before the class was there, explalned her research,
and asked the instructor for pcrm1551on to survey the
cYass. Although no instructor refused, the instructor of
‘ Account{pg 212 asked the; rescarcher to return later on in
~. the wcck!becausq/thc class was reviewing for an examina-

» tlon. /
32 .
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Sociology 790. Of the 446 questionnaires administered, 14

&

»

per cent or 66 questionnaires were unuseable because they .-
. ,ﬁ
were answered in a haphazard manner or were incomplete.® v

+

‘The quest%gqgéire was developed from the review of
the literature. It was pretested twice; each time to
twenty people as they entered or exited from the Main

Library.** The original questionnaire was revised after .—

-

the first pretest based on the comments of the researcher's
peers and professors as well as those of the respondents
original. A second pretest questionnaire was composed

primarily of closed-ended responses which would allow feasy

P,

coding and easy replication of the study. A dopy of fthis
qﬁestionnaire can be found in Appendix'A." :

-

S were

C—

made to accommodate the idiosyncracies of each clgssroom

Although slight alterations and modificati

setting, an effort was made to keep a consistent /procedure

-
-

* These questionnaires were however analyzed Apart from
the "good” data. The answers, except for e responses
concerning motivation, were similar to the general
sample. Those who answered the questionndire in a ~.
haphazard manner more frequently chose outsmarting the
library and stiff competition as motivat; olis for book
theft. Although more than.one half of hese respqndents
left these qpestlons blank,> the demographic variables
that were available indicate that thesc pecople parallel
thg other studeénts in jthe -study in background, except
for field of study;y/Business adminisyration students

most frequently completed the questionnaire haphazardly.
‘No nurses or allied/ medical students/completed the
questionnaire in an inconsistent ma
** The self-report rate from these que tlonnalrcs was S per
cent.

RN
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from clags to class.* Questionnaires were given to students %
*, "..' h{l\-

& -
3

3 ) I
already ' seated and to othérs as they entergd the classtvoom.

NP qupg&ionnaires were given to students who entered the

4
1

class%Qom five minutes after the hour unless %hey insisteﬁ
on ﬁiiiing one out after hearing thé¢ﬁopic of the question-
naifé.** Before and while the researcher distributed the

o rem;ining questionnaires to latecomers, she introduced her-
selﬁiby name and explained that the questionnaire was being
don%lin co-operation with the Department of Sociology and <,
the library. At this point and several times while_the\
students were completing the questionnaire/it was'emphasizgd
that the responses were anonymous, Other than those p;inféd

/ . s . .
on thgfquestionnalre, these were the only instructions
/ .

given/*** The questionnaire took between seven and thirteen
minytes. to complete. After the questigﬁnaires were /

/ .

1 )

!

/ « While the _rescarcher was surveyy/: she was concerned

.about the varying amounts of interessyand co-operation

'thatk;he classes seemed to have in thixstudy. owever,

., when the results obtained fSQQ each class were dompared

/ these differences did not appear significant e;tept in /
the case/of business administration. The resedrcher
a class with business administration students
students were discussing their test results.
e boundary was -set to maintain a degrce of time

surveye
on a da
* This ti

7

the ipstructor's planned-lecture. /
¥ Yet the researcher became aware that peofple were not
takipg the questionnaire as seriously as they might, she
stréssed the importance of the straight answers to the
questionnaire honestly so the results would be effective
in upgrading the library's ability to serve thcm\
.34 \
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consistency from class to class as well as to prevent g
the questionnaire from taking too much time~ away from . .

Il'
]

bkt
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returned to tfe researcher, she debriefed the students.*®
’ i’ 1

. . / ’ 3
After each surveying session, the researcher assigned

a three digit code to each questionnaire with the first
& number being the same for each questionnaire completed in

one class. This was done to aid comparative analysis of.
N ] ‘
/ each class. 1In addition, the researcher logged comments,

events, and the procedure implemented in the preceding

session. ’

i

Questionnaires were then coded and key-punched.?** -

The few numerical answerys were coded as given. Other open

~

~ended questions?such_as those/ﬁealing with demographic-

-

variables were collapsed and assigned a numeric code. If a

»

person wrote an answer|/in, an answer code was developed to

1nc1ude it tool *** Flhally, if the person made comments

about the que tlonnalfe, a questlon or questlons about \\_T\\§\\\
\ ~ ' -

Pt

library book /theft or/ about the Iibrary 1tse1f a special” "/ ;

note in the form of %ﬁggdefﬁas,made on the queptgonnaire'sk

—

respective. gomputer ;card. /

/ /

Measuremen / /

.

There is ng official record kept by; law enforcement ,
| / o
/ . . 7 3
‘ 7
.” * Only one questionnaire was not coded. /;hat was one where
. the researcher observed two people collaborating. They
’ \ gave answers like president of the United States as
father's occlipation.
" This/occured /with four unQtlons and only in one case
did the written-in rcspon%eé}excced 2 per cent-of the
total. Wlth that question written in response repre-
-~ sented 4 pcr cent of the total wers.,

35




* While many sources were used for this discussion," the
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agencies or courts of the amount of library book theft,

so it is a hidden crime. There are two ways of ascertaiming
- N .ﬁ . .. )

data on hidden crime, victimization studies and self-

~

report studies. Although libféries, the victims of

library book theft, have computed rough estimates, the  num-

‘ber of stolen books can only be guessed at. Since the

victimization rate is difficult to determine, self
reporting is the remaining technique. Mecst of the research
reviewed in Chapter II utilizeé ﬁhe_self—report"%échnique
to determine the number and characteristics of participants
in theft. 1In addition, tﬁis techniqu haskbgeﬁ\used with

e \
populations similar to colfégs“students. In this study,

the researcher also relied on the self-reporting technique

2 to distinguish book thieves from non-book thieves.*

Tﬁis technique was perfected in 1957 by Nye and
Short (1957). {t has been used extensi&ely since then)for
éxample to coméare self-report data with such traits as
social-economic class (Clark and Wennigér, 1962) §e1f
concent (Tang;i and Schwartz, 1967) and official records
(Gould, 1969). Others/ have tried to vaiidaté the results
of self-report data by acéompanying—iﬁ*With a polygraph
test (Clark and I}ft, 1966)‘6r withy;ﬁb co-eperation of\
self-reporter's friends (Hood and-Sparks, 1970%. /

_— -

-

a

framewvork for- this discussion is based on Hood and
_Spark's discussion,pages 46 to 70.

36
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Although the self-completion technique has been criticized
. A ' . /—
because it encounters such difficulties as general compre-

» »
hension and poor motivation both/Dentler and K, Elmhorn
found the per cent of questionnaires discarded due to\{his

reaction to be 3 to 4 per cent and.0.S5\per cent respectfvely

(Hood and Sparks, 1970). Furthermore studies usfhg\;?is

Eechnique have not found exaggeration td\QS much of a.

“problem. What may compound this problem of\exaggeration

however, is a pérson's interpretation of a quesfion (Hood
ana Sparks 1970).* Hopefully somec of these misconceptions
werefeliminated by the'pretesf and by the fact that the
reséaycher and the persons in this study both attend The
Ohio\State University. S\ ce the researcher shares the

same middle~class bagkgro:SH as the maiog}ty of the students

and the same university education the fesea?cst\should be

able to use a vocabﬁiary comprehensible to both>\\§ince t

researcher and the subjects have similar vocabularfés\thi
. ) :

study should not encounter many of ﬁhe problems of othe

N

e is
studies using the sglf-report technique where the resecarcher .

.//// . L
N s

ra 7
% Martin Gold found in his study that mowe upper or middie-
cldss white boys tended to confess accidental or-frival

acts of pnoperty destruction as a violation.that did poorer.

white boys\(llood and Spark§, 1970). This should not be
important in this study..
Vd \ i .
. N 7 ~

’J




o

33

i ¢
. is older and may be of a different culture or class than

P

‘ his shbjects; Another method to,eIiminate this problem was
to ask the respondent to specify the use of the book after
it is taken, for example. dyﬁ\you keep 1t,\se11 it, or

return the book eventually. Flnally, the se}f completion

A

technique promotes anonymity.

Occupational and educational levels were grouped

ps

N / acco;ding to the Hollingshead scale (Hollingshead, 1964).

-

The - income was categorized by Bureau of the Census listings

Sebvmeeryes,

-

\\(Bureau of Census, 1972). t.j ' .

' ‘Crosstabulatlons and frequehcy dlstrlbutlons«were )
chaheg\to analyze this data because most of the data was = /

T " nominal. ;The mode and ihdex of diapersion wezg,hsed/to
describe the central tendency and variability of tHe—datax
Chi-squarek;as used to. test for independence among the .

.. components of the various perspectives:library factors, !

bureaucratic factors, umiyversity setting factors, and white
A END g ors,

collar crime factors outlined in Chapter 117 Chi-square

“ was also used, to test the relatlonfhlp the demographic -
variables have with the components of the hypotheses as

. ‘ \:well. Chi-square was gmplpyed as a test\fOr 51gn1£&Cahte

A} i / ‘
betivgen thdge who reported either that they themselves or /”,/ .
ee ‘ R e

that their best friend stole bpoks and those who did mot.” -

. . , .
The significahce level was gt at 0.05. Phi, or where ° ;oo
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fn this chapter ﬁhe sampling, questionnaire con-
struction, and techniquc; for“meéeurement yere discussed.
The case study method was used in this research. The mass
admlnlstratlon of the quesglonnalre eliminated a degrce of
self-selection in the samp}e. Although it is not neces- -
sarily representative of t‘e general population, the sample
is hete;ogeheousand fairly representative of fhe students
attending The Ohio State University in the fall of 1975,
Because of the nature of tﬁe crime, self-reporting was used
Toflngzhose who steal bOOkSu The statistics dpgroprlate

to nominal data will be employed for analysis, F\\\
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FINDINGS

: ' ' CHAPTER 1V.

This chapger will report the opinions and demogra-

phic variables/of students- wvho completed the questionnaire,
with a separate exafination of those\ghg_agﬂittedfto bookl

theft. First, students‘oplnlons of ‘the serlousness of

library book theft will be examlned Setond, studehtS'

— 5

oplnlons about people's motivations to take‘ngis,‘about

\

what factors aéfect the procedure 1nv01ved in taklng books,
and about what methogé,zheil?eel would be effective 1n

The ‘second part of

—_—

curbing book’ theft W111 be dlscussed

e ’

this chapter will contrast thetbackgrounds and opiniens of
those who admitted to stealing books and those who, did .not. )
The thirdkand fourth sections will dea1 with how the
findings supported the hypotheses oUt11ned in Chapter 17 and
the 1mp11cat10ns of these f1nd1ngs i o

‘1 1]
. ’
f.. ’ . .

1

~ -4

‘Students Oninion

a - 3

As’ Tables 1 through 9 Inc1date, the student sample

- was heterogenedbs on a11 var1ab1es The dlstrlbutlon of x

this sample ;4/51m11ar to The Ohio State University | Pol{'s

&istribution; given in- Appendix B. Thls sample contains -

a greater proportion of juniors and seniors than in The
} 37 : -

o~ T

o
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Ohio STate University populatioir. Otherwise, however, the
sample is fairly representative of The Chio State University

population for the Fall of 1975 as well.*

o —

\’ ————

The student sample was diverse with regards to
fieclds é% study. Over 20 per cent of the sample arec in a
profc551ona; field of study . Approximately 15 per cent of

the student’ feSpondents are in agriculture, home econofics //
/

. OT, natural _resources, Those who studied soc1al\a2d

behav:ofél sciences composed 14 per cent of the’ sample

p{wg 1).

e\

and females (See Table 3). The class stﬁndlng of students

S~

was skewcd toward more advanced students {see Ta\le\ZJ
‘Senlors compgied 20 per cent of the sample and Junlors,‘20
per cent of the sample, while freshmen comprlsed 15 per cent
of - the sample The greater proportion og\gunlors and
seniors were 1nc1uded in the sample .because\a 1974 poll by

The Ohio State Un;ver51ty s poll found that juriors and .

'senlors use the 11brary more frequently than undexclassmen.
The soc1a1 economlc background ofithe sample\\e alsol’

skewed towards "the mlddle class (see Tables 4 through 7). wa@

et bl

Med:um professionals-administrative personnel Ie ser

professdonals, proprletors of medium business ($35, 000 to

\

. ©\

* The researcher cxamlned the statlstlcs giyen by The -Chio
State Unlver51ty Statistics. _ : .

[y
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- The sam?le/&s/almost equalkz davxded between males -




< STABLE'Y

Respondent's Field of Study** .

~,

' ‘—~: ™~ . ,_.X.

' . A Numbe\ ’

Per Cent T
——

~——i . ~

£r0f0551onal and pre- profe551ona1* T 22.0%%% 'i,@@ff/f 5]

Agrlculture,,home economics, and ~ = :
~ natural resources . 14,7 (549°

. . . \ .

: Social and behavioral-scignces i4,1 (52)
‘Arts ‘and humanities ' ¢ 13.5 (50)
Biological and physical sciences 6.8 . (/ST‘\\\\\

Business adminisfr;tion -, 1001 . C37)
o o , ; .~ oL '
College . of educétion L - 709 . (29)_ = -
> Unlver51ty colleoe or general studies J0.6 = 30)

) M1551ng ' g . o (12)

~—

C Total ‘ : : / ) S 74100400 (380)

—

-

c % Occupational and educational levels’ were grouped accord-
ing to Hollingslread scale (965). They were further :
collapsed inte groups.containitag 30 or more cases. ~The p
income was categori g to the Bureau of the T
Census (1972) llsflngs. j or department was grouped
by colleges ‘and’ later on the basis of Stern's (1966) and
Pace's.(1964) rescarch on major field and.correspondlng
. attitudes: engineers, -architects, allj medical people,
ae . .nurses and pre-professiongl; arts .and”humanities-stu- -
dents, natural {respurces, home economics and agriculture :
. students; education; and fiscellancous including genefal
s, studies, university college, and undecided. Other
- . questions such aé\iﬁeallng a book wgre categorlzcd as
yes Oo¥ no.
** Questions concerning demonraphlc tharacter1st1cs had the-
' most missing: answcrs. A few people wrote tht they felt’
. these questions were none of the rescarcher's business
or not applicable. g
**#% The per cents given in this and- subscquent tables have
\ . beenrad;usted for .Missing data, "

.
. . : ” e * -
N P & - . L
Q - . 4 . . .
. . . R \
v -
, .
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TABLE 2

Respondent's Class Rank

\ TN
\\ .
~ - : Per Kent, Numéer
Graduate, professional, or continuing qvff‘*~—/// )
educatien . . . 1.5 (28)
Seniors ‘ L— 1906 - {74)
T~ ‘ , ~
Juniors 31.8 (120)
W : 26.0 (98).
' Fres@mcn . fiS.l (57)
P N , : ~
(3)

- Missing
\/ . _ .

100.0 (380)

A

“TABLE 3

ke "" - " N K u‘
: ; ; —~Réspondent's Sex K P
1 K N - ’
- - - _
T~ - R -
. ) S ’ Per Cent Number’
L. Mdle 51.6 (195)
R3 . * ) ./‘ . R '
S JFemale - 48,4 - (182)
. e oo X
. . -Missing - k (4)
. _ - \ . .. K
‘. : $” s ’ . -~
: Total a \\ 200.0 (380)

—
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' TABLE 4 o
>

= The Occupation of the PrincipaI'Wage,Earner
’ in Respondent's Family
€T \ . -
= Tl ——
~ >
Per Cent

Number

”

" Major Professional . 22.9 (76)
Medium professional. ) - 33.2 (110)
Semi-professional and fafmefrs il.l (27i
Technical and'clericaf/?r 23.7 90)
Unemployed, receiv ng some sort of :

government benefits ‘ 8.4 (28)
. Missing' . (38)
/
+ Total . 100.0 // (380) //
. 7 - = - = Y

/

TABLE 5

A \

/ ’ .
/ Combined Family Income of Respondents

i ]n, . R B Per %ent Number
T ¢ ‘
Greater than $25,000 . 26 .4 (93)
$15,000 4 $24,999 ' 34.4 (121)
"$10,006 -| $14,999 ) 27.3 © ¢ (96)
$ 5,000 - $ 9,999 9.4 (33).
less th?n 55,99? 2.6 (9)
‘Mi;éing,\ ] . (28)

.‘ T _
Total | 100.0 (380)




TABLE 6
- -Education of Principal Wage Earner ig Respondent's Family

Per Cent Number
¢

Graduate or Professional training 17.8 (62)
College educatlon

,Vocétbona or up to Lhree years of

colleg S
High sc J/l/o less ‘ ;

Mlssmj/ S /
3 T ( / - .

-

' /‘ 7 ; : ‘
e /jof Resp nden&'s urvent Ed Catldéaﬂ/
. ensfs aid for by Flfiof Her/ Family /

J

g i [T b

itnt,y-flvey per cent’ /

ifty per cent N
. / .
Seventy-five per cent

. /
One hundred per/cent

!

Miss/ing/ -

~ .
/ ’// " .

Total '




$100,000) made up 33 per cent; technical and clerical
workers, 27 per cent of the sample. Those who were s
unemployed or receiving some type of govcrnnent benefits
ceﬁprdsed 8 per cent of the sample. Educa 'onai levcl of
the family was measured by asking the respondent to give
the higheet level of education of the person who was the
principal wage earner of the family. Thirty-eight per—

cent of the respondents reported that this person in their |,

family had a high school education or less, 26 per cent>

AN

’

reported that the principal wag€ earner in -their family had";'

a college education, 18 per cent reported that this person

had gradvate or professional training, and 19 per cent ‘said
4 4 .

this person had e}ther‘vocational training or between one
and three years of college Sixty per cent of the sample 7

had a comblned family income of $15,000 ‘a year or more.

3

Twenty-scven per cent had income levels between $10,000 and
ool .
$14,999 a year. This distribution indicates that most

students in this study have a middle-ciass Bacﬁground.
Flnally, 25 per cent of the sample were not dependent on
‘their parents for current cducat10na1 expenses. Twenty-one-

per cent of the samplewere totally dependent on their family

. to meet- current cducat10na1 expenses

-
'

, Study and reference rcsearch were the principal ways
tbat the sample used the 11brary (Sce Table 8). Flfty:thrce

per cent of the sample used the library between one and

48
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/ ——

/ — : \

- , .

"three tihes a week; 33 peruezﬁ;:efﬁthc sample did not use
the library at all (See-Table 9).%

L 4

BRI AStﬁdentQ% conception of the library book theft
—A

phenomenon was measured bx7quest10ns concernlng students

perception of whethex library book theft was. right or

wrong and students_per eption of consequcnces of library’

book the%%—-partlcularly students' estlmates of the

f1nanc1a;/loss due to library bdok theft. Forty-seven per
cent/6?/the sample viewed book theft as illegal and indi-,
cated they felt people apprehended should be punished. ) e
However, when glven hypbthetlcal vignettes (see Appendlx A)
of studepts stea11ng library pdo‘s\fog\a var1ety "of reasons

the punishments they selected’'were not severe.** Furthermore,

* People seemed to interpret .this question as referring to
habitual use of ‘the library. Im other words, students
who say they used the library zero times a week did not
seenm to be saying that they never used the library; the
answers to other questioms concerning library use 1nd1cate
that these people did not con51stent1y use the library.’
*** Seventy-eight per cent of those answering thé library
"~ study questionnaire in 1974 defined library book the ft
as illegal. +While 44 per cent of the people in the 73
study felt the 1pd1v1dua1 stealing did not think this |
"behav101 was wrong, - only 29 per cent of " the respondents
in the 74 studygfelt tnls way {Ohio State Librarians:

»

forthcoming) ,
The responses to this questlonyzéy be biased by the
u

- fact that .the wyording on pages -previpus to the ‘one in
which this questlon appear gave the/ impression that the
researchen_thought library book theft was wrong. This
could have suggested to the respondent that library book R
theft is wrong
Def1n1t10n\of book theft is affected by 11brary use.
Those who used the library, primarily for reference work
were not as-severe in the degree of badness they a551gned
to 11brary book theff.: ’

1

\)‘ . ' 4 9 e ) 0




;g:i7. TABLE 8 ” R @

. \V) - "
Respondent's Reasons ‘for Using the Library
P , v
. ' T Per Cent ‘Numbe# :
_ 630 , (241)
Reference L | 65.0 ‘ _f246) :
Study only during midterms and finals - . 16,0 — 63)
Leisure reading . 21,0 ‘ (79)
Missing - ' T 19)

. = yd
. Total . 380‘

TABLE 9

Friguency of Respondent's Library Use Per Week
v >

~ ; : =
. NG Per Cent Number

®  Zero times : T 33,2 ¢ (126)
.One to tgrée times ’ f/ - 53,2 - (202)
Four to fivg times . - 8.4 C( 34)

More than six times - | 4.2 ( ;ﬁ);

Missing | o . ' ¢ 23

¢

Total . 100.0 , - 380

B
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TABLE 10
—
Respondent's Perception of Best Friend's Opinion
of Library Book Theft ~
o ng Cent ‘Numggr
— - 2

Strongly approve 3 ) //6{0 ‘ (0)

Approve - — }(/ 2,¥f/:~ ( 8)

" Uncertain T D ‘ %%.i ; (LZSQ—-»
Disapprove - ’ 42.3 60y
Sf}ongly disapprove 22.5 (85)
Missing‘ (2)
Total - 300.0 . 380

:TABLE 11
Respondent’s Percepglon of Parent's Op1n10n h P
to lerary Book Theft I
nEequent Number
Strongly approve | & , 1;1 . (4)
Approve ';'f'l | 0.5: (2)
Uncertain R 6.4 (24)

. Disapprove s B 36.2 (136)
Strongly disappfo?e 55.0 (210)
Missing Rl ‘ (4)

7 < -
Totalﬂ‘ i

100.0 .. .380

Bwwngues’

S .

-,
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///// | R ] +
students believe their best friend was more uﬁcertain about |,
approving or, disapproving library book theft than their
parents. Only 22 per cent of the sample perc1eyed their
"best frlehd” as strongly disapproving of book theft, whlle

56 per cent of the sample.-perceived theit parents as

“strongly disapﬁ}oving of the act. Seventy-four per cent

- of the students cited depriving other patrons of the book

as the worst consequence of library book theft. This is
similar to the results found by Reneker (1970) in her study
of Fibrarians and almost identical to The Oﬂio Staté Univer-

sity librarian study. Fina11§; the average of.the students'

mqs;imate of the dollar loss duq to book theft at The Ohio

State University in 1975 was $55,880.% This is close to
the $64,000 estimat? made by librarians at The Ohio State
University madg in 1972.

In summary, students perceived 1ibrary'b60k theft
as a problem and, at least financially, a rather serious ;, .

one. Students felt library book tgiiz deserves punishment,

3

but the maJorlty of these” students chose a punlshment which

would hlnder specifically the academlc pursuits rather .than

v

the entire 1life of the book thief. The choice of punishment

. f . . ]
by the student combined with the fact that students perceive

A

!

* Although some people interpreted the question to deal with
average value of the book the person stole, and others the
average value of a book, the average response was $4.80.
The averagc value of a book is $14.00 (Qapan, 1975).

-y

52




harm done by book theft as deprivation of the academic

es that students view

- i

community of its resources indic

"book theft as an academic crime

»

nly.

they stole books. As Table 1: %ndicates, no one motivation,
to steal books clearly dominat7@ the others.- The most

strongly supported motivations are thosewdealing with .

material deprivation. The high cost of Xerox

1nadequate funds to purchase books were thought by

- dents to b ‘%requent motivations for book theft. The
perceive -high tos@iof xeroxing is affected‘By library use.

. People whb use tﬁf 1ibxary't6 study and for referenge ' g

.materials more often felt that the high tost of xeroxing 2.

" is importént: Twenty per cent of the students felt peopie

AN

frequently steal books in protest against The Ohio State K

.. ' ) University. Seventeen per cent felt challenge was a fre-
(S ' v * - ! s -
\ —— quent, motivation of\stealing books. A small portion of the

[
?total sample felt that pressure to receive good grades, or

Stlff comgetltlon among peers was a p0551b1? motlvaylon for
those who steal books. This finding | reflects the rather

dﬁlikely attitude that.students are not conscious of compe-
tition or ‘the more likely attitude that studenfs do not

think having extra library resources is an aid-in managing

1
w

the competition peers present. ,
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TABLE 12

Reasons leen By Respondents As to Why Students Steal
Library Books -

Per Cent Number,/

,0ften ’30.3 (115)
Xerox1n§ is too expen- Sometines 43.4 (165)

51ve* # Rarely 26.3 - (100) -
Cannot afford to buy ~ Often 27.4 " (104)
book fof a course or . SometAimes 51.5 (195)
project - Rarely 21.1 ( 80)
Not enoqph:time to use Often 26.2 L (99)
book in the library - Sometiies ~ 47.6 £180)
) - Rarely 26.2 ( 99)
“As protest against OSU Often " 201 ¢ 76).
because OSU is like a Sometimes 35.1 (133)
"big birsiness!'*** Rarely 44.9 L (A7)
As a challenge Often 16.6 ( 63)
: : Sometimes 38.2 . (145)
Rarely 45.3 (172)
Extra ‘text will help to  Often 14.2 ( 54)
relieve pressure of - Sometimes 45.4, (172)
getting good grades Rarely 40.4.; (163)
Often . . % 4.5 . (36)
Stiff competition ~ Sometintes - 35.4 (134)
Rarely « 55.1 (209)
Total (of each'category) * ~(380)

,‘ ’

* The rate of m1551no answers ranqed from 0 to 1. The index Of”m
dispersion ranged from 84 to 98 per cent., Because the
difference between each category is small the data.was ,
presented in this manner. This procedure w111 be followed

-in the subaequent tables of this nature.

** The pressure to get pgood grades was rated by 30 per cent a
of those people completing the library study in 1974 as

2

d possible motivation to get good grades,. . Eight” DETCent.
in 1973 and 26 per cent in 1974 .of thc”ﬂgspectl ‘library.
studies said that photocopylno,@lnycd a par%\&\Z§ibramy

book theft. -In the library's study they foun 1at 19 pe?

//> | ‘ 54 ) ' . .

1

ey
o
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"centiﬁn 1973 and 5 per cent in 1974 thought a person

\\ ' 50

coks in ordertobepart of a group or to gain status
d 25 per cent in 1973 and 17 per cent in 1974

took
they fo

~thought people take books because of the challenge.

(Ohio State University Librarians).

"Although the relationship between field of study and

pressure 1s not significant, arts and humanities
students felt less pressured Social science majors, the
most. Juniors were the most .pressured among class
ranks.- ' 3

. "Although the relatlonshlp is not 51gn1f1cant

majors in the college of education scemed to feel stiff
competition the last; professional, social splence and
business' the same. Junlors felt Stlff competltlon the

-most among class ranks.

These categories are similarly worded to those on the
qu tlonnalre : . .
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» Given the distribution din Table 13, students felt
cérrying'out-a book in a pd}se or satchel was the most 2

L4
common technique for stealing a book. Twenty-one per cent
of the sample felt the most common technique of stealing s
books was hiding in klothing The distribution of other

answers dealing with factors affectlng the procedure_

-involved book theft are more skewed + Students felt that

K | 567

stealers develop their own methods to steal books for the
most part (se; %ablé 14). This belief.is consistent with
belief held by 81 per cent of the students that book theft
is a spontdneous actt(§ee Table 15). Pegple perceive 1less
risk in séealing'frqm large libraries (See Table 16). )
Sevénty-nine pér ceht:of the students did.not perceive the
type of library affecting the amount of guilt a person

felt when he or she stole a Book However, .of those who
did - perceave the type of library as affectlng the amount of
gu11t a person;felt (15 per cent) said that they would feel less
gullty stealing from the main library (See Table 17).

Table 18 llsts how students rated each method for
curbing book theft, Fifty-one per cent felt electronic
devices were effective, Thirty-three per cent of the \
saﬁple felt f}pes were ;n effective pethod fo? curbing'béok
theft., ..Those who viewed fines as effectjye_were more
puﬁitive in rcspénses to the vignetteé. Stial, when .stu-

[ ’ "

dents were asked+to choose an appropriate punishment they

chose to take library priVilqgeS‘ayay for a year (See

ha)
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* TABLE 13
Respondent's, Opinion of How Books Are Stolen

b4
o= p—

Per Gent Nuymbert’
Wriﬁing in False Date _ : 8.1 ‘ ( 28)
Hiding in clothing ©21.4 ( 74)
Carrying in purse or satchel . . 57.5 o (199)
Other: hide in another book," .
throw out the window, etc. 13.0 ( 45)°

| .

Missiqg ‘ \ , (4)
Total \ ' ' 100.0 '380

i

Mode =jcarrying in purse or satchel °
Index #f Dispersion = 80%

- . TABLE 14

Respjndent's Opinion of Methods Learnéd From Friends

I

T

‘ ' ' Per Cent INumber
Ledrned from friends * 24,6 . 89)
Develop by themselves" ’ 70.4 -(255).
Both . 5.0 ('18)
Missing L - ‘ ( 18)
Totqi . - - 100.0 380

P S e e

Mode -~—~develop own method
Index ofDispersion = 663%
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- . TABLE 15 ‘
; Respondcnt'é Opiniﬁn on Planiding Theft -
’ + Per Cent Numbet |
Spontaneous 80.6 T (295) .
Plarined. . 18.6 ( 68) 9
Both - ~ C 0.8 ¢ 3
Missing . . . o 14)

.

Total

ERI

& L2

o ’Responﬂcni's Perception ¢

1 4

7

Mode,

<+

sportaneous -

+ ‘Index of Dispetsion 3 47% >

'

. * TABLE 16

[

f Risk at Large V3 .Sm

all Library ) -

-

. 3 - ‘ o ot W . ﬂ .
o — X — R
EhY s y = - / = .
. ‘ - : : + . *Per Cent! - ' Number - ' ,
\ - v ‘e . ‘., . . "
‘\ . "v':' ¢ Al N ) N tf ‘} - g
Large library =~ . - « . . 72.3 . "(256) «
- ' S . Lot s % - ot . N
v . P ) . [ . 7~
Small libtrary : | SR ‘ 27.4 ( 97).
~ . ’ I b ’ g L. e
. ' 4 . ! T N
Missing S ‘ - e (026)
\\ v . < L 7 - n - P Lt .
N s [ . ‘ o ‘ ‘s
Total . 3 Y . , . 100.0 389
o ," N\ e I3 . a N . ,' -
: L \Y ) . v “ EO oL
- . Mod¢ = Large Librayy. . Lo . . - id ’
..Index of Dispersion = 80% - L : ) N
pioLe . ., PN . IS - . . ;o 4
,\- . . . . . . ‘g{ LR . ¥ » )
ve T “ . * . ,® .
\ _:\ \\ . 2 . L b - . A . . .
T e o7 ’ - Coe e, ' ver
' . . 7/ V. Ve . » £ . .2 LK ‘e s L. »
P ' . L
- ‘ \ A . LS .t .
A 2T e R : . . . v - : g
- < . ! 5 8 . ] : . ‘ - ! .
. . , [ . . - - # »
. ’ . i : : 3 " : . o T e
“ AR , . , J o .
* » ’ . “\\ . '.{ . v .? o’ .., . "
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' | TABLE 1
Respondent!s Perdeptidn pf Cui;i-Stealing from
L - . Differen pes{of Libraries . ‘
— L
g k )//' o . _“
) . ] . ' Per: Cent Number

Department Libraty .
Main Library/
Reference

All equally

" None of them

A

Missing

4.2
14.6
2.0
: 43.4
35.9

( 15)
(52)
Q)
(Lssj
(128)
( 23)




TABLE 18

Respondeﬁt's Opinion on Ways to Curb Book;Theft

s

~

Per Cent Number
. Effective 51.4 (190)
. . Somewhat
% .
.Electronic deV1ce§‘ Effective. 43.2 - (160)
‘ Ineffective , 54 ( 20)
~ - Effective © 32,6 - (123)
Cqn N Somewhat '
Heav11y\¥}ne Effective 43.2 ‘ (163)
Ineffective -24.1 < (91)
. Effective 22.4 t( 84)
Have more xeroxing Somewhat o
.~ .machines Effective 42.1 ¢ (158)
7 Ineffective 35.5 bo(133)
T . - , j
Effective . 18.6 . b 70)
, . Somewhat -
St“ﬂj'r‘g security . Effective 45.7 ‘ (172)
- 8UATC Ineffective 35.6 , \ (134)
,« | Effective - 7.2 | g 27)-
C i . Somewhat 40.6 . (153)
Publlc%ty iampalgn Effect@ve . :
\ } ‘Ineffective 52.3 (197)
\ . )
*Total (of each category) . 100.0. . 380

* The missing rate ranged from 1 to 3 people, the index of
dispersion rapged from 82 to 97 per cént.

*%¥ Exit guards were _rated as 30 per cent in 1973 and 18 per
cent effective in 1974; publicity campaigns- 21 per cent
in 1973 and -11 per cqnt in 1974 in the study by the
librarians at Ohio State University. They also found
that 56 per cent in 1973 and 98 per cent in 1974 thought

" electronic devices to be effective in curbing. book theft.
It seems that this opinion varies with whether an elec-
tronic device has been insgalled in the ‘respective
library. Whilé 98 per cent of the students in Commerce
‘Library thought an electronic device.would be “effective,
only 36 per cent of those in the Bio- Science Library
thought it was important. Commerce Library obtained
Check Point in.that year, while Bio- Sciences was.without
such a device, :
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' Tablés 19 and 20): Aithough the-cost of xeroxing‘was
‘reported as being a frequent motivation for book theft,
ha&ing more xeroxing machines was viewed by only 22 pér

“cent of the total sample as effective. This éugge;ts that

the aVéilabiIity of xeroxing mach{Bes is not as important

as the cost of the xeroxing. Last, publicity campaigﬁs

and. student security guards are considered ineffective.

Book Thieves'Opiﬁion

Five per cent of the sample reported stealing books.
On the average 'stealers said they stole three bookg.*’**
Althbugh estimates of book loss are rough, the estimates”’
of The Ohio State University librarians and the estimations
made from the data of this study coincide to some degree.
Given thgt the actual average worth of a book is $14.00;
the loss due to book theft ﬁay range from $35,000 to
$105,000 per yzé;.*** Although the larger estimate is

larger than the librarians’ estimate of $64,000 it,is less

* No time boundaries were given for this question. Con-
) sequcntly, students could have meant they stole a
7 certain amount of books in one year or in their entire
- experience at The Ohio State University.
"~ *% Respondents interpreted the question dealing with what
a person does with a stolen book in many ways. Still
of the minority who selected an alternative, 18 per
cent said they would return the book eventually, 5 per
cent said they would keep it for a collection, 0.4percent-
said they would sell it. 5 per cent said they would
forget -about the book and with time keep it. Fourteen
of the 19 stecalers -said they returned the book eventually.
*%#% The estimations in this study were made by multiplying
5 per.cent of The Ohio State University population times
$14.00 times one times thrce books to get range.
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TABLE 19 .

Respondent's Choice of Punishment for a:Book Thicf
who was a'Pre-med Student and whose Motivation
was to Prevent Others from Using the Book

-

57.

Per Cent. Nuvmber
" No pendlty*- 7 1.1 ( 4)
Told to fcturn the book and lectured
by the librarian 15.3 ( 56)
Take away 1ibrary privileges for a -
year . ‘ 62.0 (227)
Five days in ia2il and $50 fine 16.9 ( 62)
Six nmonths in j;il and $1,000 fine 4,6 (17)
Missing | ( 1)
Total : 100.0 380

Mode = Take away library privileges for a year
Index of Dispersion = 70%

—

* Six people mentioned that they could not find' the appro!

priatc answer among these catcgories.
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- TABLE 20

Respondent's—Choice of Punishment for a Book Thief
Whose Motivation was to Fulfill a Material Necd

:1 N _Per gent Number

No penalty | 2.7 ¢ 10)

_ Told to return the book and lectured
by the librarian - 32.9 . (120)
‘ Take away 11brary/pr1v11eges L :

‘ for'a year ’ 50.4 . (184)
Five éaﬁ in jai,l/"‘.é‘nd §50 fine . 9.9 ( 36)

Six mgnths in j i1 and $1,000 fine 4.1 ( 15)

Missidg o - | ( 15)

Total / L 100.0 380

. Mode = take’away library pr1V11eges for a year
Index of Dispersion = 78%
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TABLE 22 (continued)

’

* When less than five cases were in one cell th x2 was
.corrected using Fisher's exact test. Subseqdent tables
with less than five cases in one cell will Re corrected:

y by Risher's exact test. .
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than the "$140,000 estimation made based on The Ohio State’
Univer;ity Library statistician's figures. Both:of the:
librarians' figures were calculated using 1972 data.*

For the most part the demographic characteristics

"and opinions of those ‘who admitted to beok theft did not .

4

diffegﬁmafkedly from those who did not Teport Book theft . **

nd characteristics will be presept?d‘in full. Special

note will be made of the significant differences between

e

the total sample and the book thievgsn ’ ‘

| While occupgtion and educatioﬂ are sighif%éantlyq
related to each other, only the relatfonship between
occupation and those who steal books was significant

(See Tables 24 and 25).” In ral, mo}e of the principal

wage earners in the families of those who admitted ‘to book

~Because‘the samplé of book thieves -is small, their opinions

-

theft were unskilled, ufemployed, or receiving some type of

rescarcher's intention was to compare this rate. to the
self-report rate. However, although the relationship
between the two is significant at the 0.000F level, the

responses of the sclf reportersare seldom parallel to - ~

responses of those who admitted their best friend stole

books.” The discrepancy may be a result of a small sample

in both cases. Consequently the analysis of questions
and how those who reported their best friend stealing
books will not be prescented. The researcher, perplexed

" by this problem, intervicwed 15 library patrons concerning

the question to determine how they would answer the

question of their best friend stolen bhooks as they would .

if the question concerned their own behavior. ~Most of
the respondents said they would. Of the 5 who admitted
their best friend stole books, 4 reported they answered
the question as themselves. ,
** Although no study has béen made, a review df Director's
Annual Report 73-74 and 74-75 indicates that the book
loss.rate has stabilized around this figure.

v ®

g T
"‘ ¢ *
¥ . )
- -~
. s

N

* Students were asked if their best friend stole books; the




‘ vt ’ . _ - r > ~ -
% - e . - .y .
<+ . . . , . .. AN . . L} * -
T : : - . T . . e ‘.
x - ’ ;. ..n T P N . N N N [e3 slu- '
< ) ) . ] - . o 4
v o - ‘., ' . ° < ' - « N
P ....i«‘ . = > te % .
- liﬁ.n.al.ﬂﬂ.-..: . . .. 4:.. . - ~ .
. - e ) - D ~¢°0 = A S,lsuweln
* . S . \\\ S £000°9 = uSTs:
. . L AN L 9.z 3P
. : ) . - : S, R L. ... bIS0ETSTH=
" . . . . . - ) ST . . . . L h
. -ggs o 0°00T. . ..61 T S P T S L2731 ,
T T ) ) — ) I — ,n.m,: v -
¢ .. - . N g PO T s . BUtssIN Co
, - .. . ) .. . . - - - . . 3 - 1- i . ] - . o
e (s8z ) B Ak BT ﬁmu 0°0z . " * ,S3TFOUSQ IUSUULIALS
CT. : : . . Jo 310s suwos Suratedssa polordwsun -
(o6 ) VAL ¥ N mmu AL T A . . Mm.u,mhw.ﬁv,@cm IBOTUYIDL -

. . - ) 0. .7.) R . . . .. 9 .-
RIS 0420 IR I°1T. Q: 0 T * mhwe.ﬁwm pue Hm:oﬁmmwmo.a..ﬁswm ) 0
T ' ‘ o v [ N l~. \ . ) . \.\, .\ h} .w ‘o ° M

(o1 T A Qv . L g £¢ . Hmvoﬁmmmmo.a untpoy -
. 9L ) ) 6°22 (z) S ¢ R . Hmcqﬂmmomob& .Hom..mZ, T
N - . - . . : . N " . .,, LA " .. . : . . :,
~ lsquny . 3Ud8) Xa4° 1oquny - Aued xag - - - e T e RS
. . - . o : : - . L : : //.g S
\ ‘ s1dueg telol Y- . saare93g e R R L P C Cbete
, s ! S, i " . : 3 Nl - 5 - ) " . ¢ v
LT * . : ’ N : ' . - % . N .. ) ’ a.o lhnﬁp
Lt < ATTWey m«.hwamupw ur xouxeg o8ep Tedrourid Syl Fo uorzedndsgy . » )
. . ~ . . . § - . . - . =
e T : : v ETAVL . . A - . . U o
. - . X R » . . » - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
..




’ T i . i v D e T .
. ..S-\ ' '3 . ) ?.»JH “ . .«v .t PO
Neg hY . N ', - - - ' ..‘: ...“ H .
Sy n . . S AR JOL8TI"0 = A s y19uRI) ,
. . SE ST Pp62:0_= usis . :
. et ) . ) LA o t v = 3d
- . R 6¥1E6° Y .= wx *e
- - o ».l‘ U-.r L) - --. " - ' ..” r.<. uﬂk-\ . i - .4. - u B .
© ' 08¢ 0°00T ., + 6T 0°00F L ‘1830l -~
. 82 z e R i . Burssiy ~
. (6 ) 9z . (1) 8" HA . 7666°7$ ey sSOT
© (s ) V6 " (2) CoetTT. T o T 6666 = 000 $ .
* (96 ) gt (L) 'ty - ) - ~  666'VT = 000018 .
(1z1) v ve (9) AT 666 ¥Z = 000 ST$ & -
(€61) "y gz . (D) g°§gs * : 0j0°sz$ ueya ..Su.,..m.m,uw N
Jaquny u:mu. X84 1aquny o Jua) adyg - . ) , : ,
. orduwes 1e3O0L ) .S191Ba3S . i . .
. L i . . . .,.1
. e - swodul paurquany A1 tTueg s,107€918 ) . N
o A Tz a7avl . ST ~ .
- . ] . \L-CW
. . . .. O]
N 9 . ) ~ - . ..: N quv,m

-




-

L

gdnernment bennfrt and fewer were major profcssionalsi.
Accordlngly, the' 1ncome of these. fam111¢s was’ lower but
not 51gn1f1cant1y lo%cr than that of the total sample
Forty—two per cent of the Qtealers famllies as compared %6
:27 per cent of tnb.non stealers' families éérn¢d’between
"$10,0Q0 qnn $14,999_annudllf; 6.per cent_nf the stealers
as campared to 26 per gént'gf the don}s@egle;s; fanilies
eaTned'SZS,OOO a year.nr more (See, Table 26). Other
' relationships are of interest.. First, a érenter per cent
df'stealers‘did not réceive-help to meét'tneir current .

educatzonal expenses from thelr narents. Second, ’the most

.". ’ -

'”frequent book- thelves veTe arts and humanltles students
A(Sce Tabie 27) Thlrd, stealers did not seem to come fnom

:afparticular élasé rank. Féurth,'a.greéxer proportion of
stealers used'the library for léisure recading and'stndy

during midteérms and finals, while frequency of lle/ary use

did not scem to dlffer between the two groups (Sece Tables

28 and 29) Finally, although Poland (1971) hypothe51zed,

Athat men steal more frequéntly than women, 53 per cent of
thé men and 47 per cent of the women reported qukt
theftiin this-stu@y~(8ee Table 23).

Like the total sample, the ovef;helming:majority

of book thieves felt book theft was wrong. Howévcr, most .

stealers did not feel the act was as worthy of punlshmcnt -

" as the total sample did. Like ‘the total samplg, the;}
stcalers, felt the mqst’appropéiate punishmentiip the
1. I K
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v

-
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hypothetical vignettes was téking away library privileges
for a yecar (Sce Tables 39 and 40). Sixty-seven per cent..
of the stecalers felt depriving other patrons of the book '
was the worst consequence of .library book theft. The mean
of the stcalers' estimate of dollar loss due to library
"book theft per year was $17,700. : '
Stealers' perception of how their "best‘friend"
and how their parents felt about book theft was sigﬂifi-
cantly different from the general sampie (See Table%’SO

and 31). Although the stealers perceived thé};/”best

t/ .
friends" and parents as not necqssarilx/ippfOVIng of
1 -

book theft, they certainly thought they were less/iiigp///
p}oving than the total sample did. A greater numy‘r of
stealers were uncerﬁain'of how fheir "be§t friend" ;ould
perceive library béok theft than the total sample. 'This
suggests that Cameron's hypothesis that stealers have some
group support is applicable to/géek theft. ‘ -
In summary, like the general samplé stealers
viewed library book theft as an acédehic crime. They
differcd in that they did not feel the crime is as "bad." .
As the data in Table 32 shows, ;teaiers cited not
tbeing able to afford a book as<a frequent motivation for
/stealiyg more often than thq total sample did. Thirty-
two per cen} of the stealers felt not having gnough time .

for book use iANZFE-TTBTury was a frequent.cause of book

theft. Twenty-six per cent of the stealers and 22 per

76

L4




x)/ ‘ A
| : : 8ISYI 0 = A S,1dwel)
: g 5 : L2Zy0°0 = udrs
| ”. g o= 3p
: N, £289T°8 = ,X
08¢ 0°00T =~ 6T 0°00T g g Telol
z T T , , BurssIp
(ss ) $°22 - (v ) 222 . sacxddestp L1Suocaiig
(09T) € 2y (€ ) { L°9T . : C snoxddestq
. ‘ , i .
(sz1) 1°¢¢ (1) 0°19 w ~ UIRIIIDUN
: o
(s ) 1°2 (o) 0 . aAoxddy -
(o ) 0 (0 ) 0 " onoxddy L18uox3g
Toquny 3us) aad lsqunN -~ 3IUS) X9 .
o1dueg Hﬂuoh N silaTeals '
139yl Yoog jyo uoturdQ ,,SPUSTI] umwm:.mo uot3dediaq S,18Te935 - SR
0¢ d19VL : L ) -
_ o Co ) ‘.
| ‘ ... } RS
» - - &l

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




a

~ s . 3 .
| LSTPTT0 = A S,I8uWRI)
- .l . . “ 2000°0 = udts
. = 3P
. IY9ELTT = X
N R 3 . -
08¢ . 0°00T 61 0°001 . ! \ -Te30],
1 ¢ _ ) SUTSSEN -
(ot2) 0" vy 14 2777 snoirddestp A15upi3s
(95T) AT 5 0°0S onoxddest
(v2) Tpt9 v 2°22 . ) tre3xadipn
() £5°0 1 9°g N Lo anofddy
ty) ' C0 0 .o saoidde A18yoiag
) ! , .
Iaquny Ju9) 194 laqunp IU99 19 , - \
| - /-
a1dueg Hmuo.w s1aTealg , N ,
1¥9Yyy Jyoog Fo uotrutdg s,3udxed Jo c40wpamuwmm, m.wmﬁmmww

[

1€ 418Vl , ;

Q .
ERIC -

v

E




e N - N ) :
Ty - . - e /V«
.= 08¢ ¢ -+ 07001 H/a/_H ) 0001 ' (£108218> yoed 3y0) Te®30y
.r.. . N ~ N ~\ , . - ) “ . . B )
€1E) "L 7506 1), 8 vL . A1axey L
= (98 ) 56 . (n) AR - uweiyo - ! uot3tiaduod 3313S )
S C S : , - sope1d poos Sur
.(szg) . 8°ss8 (v1) L°SL Aroxey -2398 Jo.osanssoxd SAST[OL" ]
(gs ), . AR A . (s) €792 usizo 03 dIey TTIM 1X331 BIIXZ -
(zL1) - , ¢ St (6) CbTLY " Ayeaey - : Lo
- ﬁmvﬂw L z°8¢ (9) 9°T¢ . . sewi3swog i - o8uayreyd e Sy
. (€9 : 9791 (v) T°12 us313o . . ) .
N N \~. . [ . : , . . .
\ - o ) ¥ ¥ 4 / ol N wSSauIsnq Mﬂﬂ.. . .
(rog) . 008 (o1) AR A1oaxey e 9II4ST NSO 9snedaq
(9¢.) - .meoN . (<) 9°ST1 u2130 nso ¥surede_3sozoad ® sy -
(55 ) -, “ 17797 (v) - 1712 AT A
‘(o81) 9%LY (6) LY sawtiauw S~ £xBIQIT UI yooq ]
~ (66 ) " . 2792 (9) 9°1¢ -~ u93jo, \ asn 03 awI3 Yy3nous 30N ) .
(sez) * . 9°24 (1) . 6°LS ATo1®y 159foxd X0 osinod 103 . MW
W (g61) A (8) T°2¢ - ¢U91J0 300q ® Xnq 03 plojje Jouue)
,n . (001) €°92 (L) . $°9¢ A191ey o . ) .
BN (s9T) N A8 (6) R AA S sawIlawos -°  AATsuadxs -003 ST Surxoisy .
_ f.\ (st1) - - " g£70¢ m.mw © "8°SL usljyQ : . e
vt hmn&mz‘ 1usn 194 ,umpazz S U9y 19d o , \\\\\
— = . . _ s
- P - \
o1dureg [eiol §1918018 -~ . .
19yl Yoog X04 S,UOTIBATION UO su@eTuidp s,l1a9Peals -
T z€ A19VL . ) ,
,.s\.C
o=

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




A
TABLE 32 (continued)

* Some responscs were reclassified in a way that most
_accurately reflected the initial answer. For exagple,
ssince most pecople answered question 18 as morally wrong .

- « " the question was recoded in 2 categories: those. who said

- it was ok and those who said it was not. If thié more
‘ ; simplified comparison yielded a significant relationship
. more detailed analysis could be done.\ This process of.
.o , .+ reclassifying was done here and in,subsequent tables.e
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cent of/the stealers respectively said an qxtfa text Qould
reliev fhc prcssure'df getting good gradés and kcepingfa ’
tht'éould reduce stiff combetition, é;kteen per cent of
'
the stealers cited protest against The O?ib State Uniyer-
sity as a frcqﬁent'motiva;ioﬁ for book théft.
Like the total sample, 56 per’ cent of the stealers o
© felt carrying a“bookin a phrse‘pf satchel was ﬁhé‘methog
‘for stealing books (Se® Table 33). Sixty-sé§en per cent
"felt book theft was a spon{aneous act (See Table 35). .
Seventy-fwo per cent of the stealgrs said ‘they deveiop

E3

methods to steal books by themselves. However ﬁhe stealers-

— .

'did not perceive the factors of vleastﬁriék" and "least o
evil" as Smigel (1972) hypothesized. ﬁnlike the general
sample, little difference in risk from stealing from a
iarge or small library was perceived by:the s;ealers. ‘
‘Stealers and non-stealers differea sign;ficantiy in their
conccpt"qyﬁ of guilt 2s resulting from ;tealing different types of
li;%a?iis. Although non-stealers would feel less guilty
stealihg f}om the hain‘librdry, stea@erg,woﬁld feel less
gui%ty stealing from avdepartment liBrary. Also, not one
book thief chose to steal from the reference }oom (See
Tables 36 and 37).° ‘ )
Students in the tot?l samble and i}udents wh&

A ,

. . . i
admitted to book,theft viewed curbs to booktheft in

similar ways (See Table 38). Sixty-eight per cent of .the N

stealers answering felt clectronic devices were, an

81 I :
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* Table 38 is presented‘inr the same -manner as Table 18,
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&ffective means of curbing book theft. Inﬂaddition,

-1

althqugh the stealers were not as strlngent in their view’

z

of ”Badnes‘sn as the total sample stealers and non-stealers

chose almGSt equal punishments given the hypothetical
vlgnettes (See Tables{ig/anﬁ/ZO). Thlrty-seven per cent
of the stealers felt Heavy fines un{d be effective. .Like
the general sample, stealers did not feel a student
secufity guard or conducting a publicity campaign were
effective means to limit book theft. |

Ip sum the differencgs-befween the stealers and
nonfsﬁealérs were: occupational level was significantly
lower than that represented in the total sample, stealers
did not define tﬁé;ggfdnGSE% of library book theft as
rigidly as did the total\;émple stealers' perceptlon of
how their "best frlends" and parents viewed the act was not
as négative as was the perception of the total sample's
"best,friénds" and parents and f}naily, stealers did not
feel there was less risk in steallng from a large izngry
_as the maJorlty of the total samplc did nor did they feel
.less gu11ty steallng from a 1anger Zﬁbrary as the majsrlty
of the total sample did. o

Hypotheses and Frameworks ) s
+ ‘ . / 3
v . - . .7 e
- The third section of this chapter will discuss the

B

.extent to which the résearch supported the hypotheses
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outliged in Chapter II.* The four division of hypotheses 7=

| . that witi;bé discdss%d are: library book‘theft,;s a pro- ¢
test agginst bureaucracy; library book thefthas a form of
kicks, Tﬁbrq{y book theft as gané béhavibr, and library
bogk theft as white collar crime.

T The Ohio State ﬁniversity was viewed by most
studcnts~;; bureaucratic.** However the only measure C -
dealing with bureaucratic factors which was significantly

- related with all other tested components of’the hypothesis
that stealing is‘in protest agaiﬁs; "big»business" was
whethet/éé;dcnts think thé§~?ayea say-in university
ﬁoiicy.‘ This measure i§\§I5§T§§;;§>§;ernLi,measure of

_low. student dignity" (Stern, 1966). Furthermore, while
Smigcl's hypothesis about ""least risk" was suppqrted by

. I
the opinions of the total sample, stealers yeré equally

divided on the issue. Oﬁly 21 per.7cent of the total

| “a ‘ responderts felt stealing €f6m the main library compared

. ) * Specific components of the library book-itheft phenomenon
will be considered in the discussion of the literature
from which they were derived. 1In additidn, these factors
will be compared to various components of each hypothe-
sis to see if they are significantly rclated. As des- .
cribed in TChapter III, chi-square was used to determine .,
, if the components were significantly related at ‘the 0.05
: oo level. . - - - -
’ *T Although 74 per ‘cent liked The Ohio State University g

, educational system and 46 per cent felt that the-univer- . .
L ? sity admimistration sceimed ta care about the rights and IR

‘ . privileges of the students, only 10 per cent felt there '
. . was”little red,tape at The Ohio State University hnd
f -only 12 per cent felt they had a say in university policy.
Book thiecves likc&‘fﬁe Ohio Statc-University educational- ﬁ
system less than did hgnvbpﬁk thicvcs?\\Three7fourths,Gf )

' .
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"'0 t% a department library made af&iffcrcnce in guilt,

Thirty-one pcr cent of the stealers felt thcre was a v bt .
difference 1n guilt. Studcnis did fot thlnk protest .

against The Ohio State Univcrsity because it is like "big - -

business'" was étrong motivation for book theft. Although

peéple percelve The 0h1o State University as burcaucratic,

thns does not appear to stimulate librdry, book theft. s

E - Although the hypotheses of Poland and Lundenmwere

not' ‘explored. fully, the findings of thls study indicate
that their hypotheses do not apply to library book theft.
Few of the total sample and even. fewer of the stealers
felt kicks was a motivation for library book theft.

- Similarly, Poland's (1971) hypotheéis that book theft is

L)

.. a gang tvpe of behavior was unsupported in this research

as it was in his own study. Despite the fact that

~

‘stealers and non-steaIers_viey book theft as wrong; ‘a
greater portion.of non stealers felt the act was illegal,
) .and should be punished. . Furthermore, stealers were '
“ ——UNCETtain about how their friends viewed bosk theft:. It

- seems that it the act was a result of gang behavior, the p
participants would be certain of the opinions of their

: ./ .
/ friends and that they would“approve of the act. The . ,

. 4

1
1

them félt 't e unlvcr51ty did hot carc about student®

rlghts and r1v11cgcs. The direction of the stecalers -
* in this study is the same direction of the opinions of

stecalers in Oliner's and Manuel's study (1975).

.
’ ’ 9 3
. - L4




Y ‘. strongest dndieetiqd\eﬁaﬁ Poland;s hypothesis is inapéro- | .
%rigte is thaﬁ-only 25 per cent of the gtealers said |
' me;hode fof.stcaling books wetshleardcddfrbm their friends.
- "Like the other -factors, not all ‘the hypotheses .
derived {rom usidg thé whixe,collar,brime perspective were
. supported by“ this study A
Peoplc ‘who admltted they stole books came from Q
- slightly lower mlddle class background compared to the
middle-class eackgpqun& of the total sample. This .
‘, relationship .is logical, using the white cdilar perspeetive, s
‘given that the principal pressure metivating people to
steal books was material deprivation.** Both stealers and .

non-stealers felt library book theft was wrong. But fewer

stealers felt the act was illegal and deserved punish-

ment.*** Perception of crime was significantly related

with the perceived opinion of family and friends. A
. . ) ,
. - significantly greater proportion of the stealers were
xe 5

uncertain about the opinions of their friends and felt

their parents' opinion was not as negative as the total °

—

o

-

_ * When typed,the question asking the rcspondent's grade
'  point was omlttcd This error was not discovered until
the researcher began to analyze the data. * vy
** A significant relationship existed between those who
perccivedmaterial deprivation” as a reason to steal -
.- books and those who were less severe  in punishing the
person represented in the hypothetical vignettes in
B which material deprivation was the reason.
Y ~ *%% Occupation of parent was significantly related .to, how
e a person perceived the scverity of book theft: Medium
and small profcs51onals scemed less severe.

94
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sample perCC1ved the oplnﬁon of their "best friend" and
parcents. In particular,’ the fact that the attitude of: the
"bcst'friendﬂ is uncertain and that the book thief
develops me thods on:his own to steal makes the comparison
between theft and shoplifting not as strong. Cameren
(1964) has indicated that in-group instruction and group

support, are essentials of shoplifting.

Implications of Finding§

- ‘ In sum, this research has clarified motivations
.leading te, methods of and ways gg‘éurb library book theft.
It has'panpointed that the total sample perceived library.
“ book theft as wrong. ;n fact,. almost onc-half of the '
.sample felt the act was illegalqand shoeld be punished.
As.éxpected'stealers did not define act of book theft as

-negatively as the non-stealers. Even though fewer stealers

than non-stealers feltllibrary book theft was_illegal and

;/2”//ﬂ - even fewer stealers than non- stealers felt library book = «
theft was both 1lﬂ£ga1 and that it should be punlshed

practically all” of the stealers fe1t that book theft was

wrong. . ‘. ) . ~g§

Just as there was a dlscrepancy in the degree og
wrongnees perceived by the stealers and non-stealgrs so is
| ] ’ there a dlscrcpancy between thc1r estimates of-dollar loss °
to the unyvcr51ty due to 11brary beok theft "and H@mween the

stcalers and non- stcalers. The average cstlmate made by

- _ N

.
P Y
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N s

thc:totaL samplé was $§6,000.' The;average of the

estimates made by stealers was'$18 000. Still, to both

stealcrs‘and non-stealers, book ‘theft is urong prlnc1pa11y

bccause it hlndcrs the academic achlevement of ‘their .. - 7/
Y :

fellow studcnts. Conscquently, ‘the most appropriate

-

punishment in the eyes of book thieves and non-book
thicves is takipg away iibrary privileges for a year, ’
Furthermore this study indicates that-material
deprivation is the major motivation for stealing books.
Neither stealers nor non:stealers were very supportive of
the\motivhtion derived from Oliner's and Manuel's hypothe-

. sis that book theft is done in protest against the ‘ \

. uniVersity's bureaucracy aﬁd rescmblance to "big.businegs"

nor/p; Lunden s hypothesis that bookﬁ}

-kicks. Poland's hypotl sis that th ff‘a onaJ ofiege'

3

~

rigards to book theft principally because Jook theft is a

’7pohﬁaneous act, using a method the thief dcvelops hlmsqﬂf \\\\

H

Bureaucratic fnctors did not influence book
theft. The total sample felt ?here,was,less risk in

stealing from a large library than a small one, but
stealers were equally divided about the issue. Further-
. \ 'n' ‘ ~
»—0. L .- more, perception of ,guilt did not seem to play a major- e

role in choice of location for 11brary book theft.¢ When a

.

7

/ /dlffercycc in gu11t was pcrc01vcd by the respondents,

- _the stealers, Unllke those in the total sample, perceived

9 -’ . , R
v Y

N H
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less guilt from‘stealing-frdm'departmcnt libraries thgn’,

. ’ . * . 1

~
-

the main llbrary

A
.

Occupation Q{ parent ang use, of Ilbrar) Mere the‘

demographic varlables which ylelded a 51gn1 Lcant --ub :
< ) &;

difference between stealers and non-stee}e*s. Lcalers:ﬁue

in the lower portion of mlddle-class categGr;es ehan tne:,

the non-stcalers which tends to explain material depriva--

tion or rélative deprivation whlch this research evldences

as a maJor motivation for book theft A greater_pcrtzon

of stealers were in Lne-‘xeld of arts and humanltles, and

2,

were dependent on themselves to meeL current educatlonal

expensés. »Demqgraphlc vzrlab}ec-—-cra rank or field
. - ) \'! .
.of study did not signifipan*ly f‘ect the amount cf N

academic pressure. However a greater numbér of Junlorss

said that the pressure of gOQd grades and that stlff

.

.competition was a motlvaclon for book theft. -A gre@ter

’ A,ﬂnumber<of‘socia1 and behavioral science,professional and

business admlnlstratloﬁ students felt stiff competltlon
was a motivation for book theft. Sotxa‘ and behav1oral
science students felt the‘pswre of good grades more’,
than other flelds . "‘—f .- .

. Flfty one per cent of the total sample and 68 per-’
cent of the stealers felt electrenic devices are effective

means of curbing book theft. - The effcctiveness of '

electronic devices was supported not only by the opinion

-y
* . Y

97 . . B

:
-~

. |




Y

of the sample but by actual fact.* Publicity campaigns
were not thought to be effectlve for the most part by '
a

the students. Pub11c1ty campa;gns have been shown only to

s T be effectlve durlng the pexlod in which they are being

-

T o :' conaucted (Gapan, 1976)ec Altnough ‘both stealers and non-

-t "'gf L stealers thought books age takeu‘by hadlng them in
- - '!"P
clothzng or. puttzno theh 1n a, sxtcnel or pursey ‘student

,securlty gUards were: not thought to be an effective means

of limiting book thefe by the’ sanple.

s

the )

LY

. - Given the factors, affectlng bodk'theft

A

researcher ;eels that the white collar ct;me perspectlve

te

ylelds.the best tool for ana1y51s ‘of thlS phenomenon The

facﬁ that th& stealers percelve their /'best fryends"-

. » . /
: uhcertalﬁ ¢ather than'approv1ng of book theft akes the
BT f'fanalogy with 5hop11ft1ng not as strqng“‘ But he social

wW class of: the stealers and the motavathn of aterial
't-—“.qﬁl‘ ”'depf;vatlon suggést that the whzte;ﬁ IR LI 'f |,=' T

b
Cx . - /...,, >4 .. . “

. "H""u . collar crlme perspective is appropriate.

v #E f

In the sketch of Js
. . whlte collar‘crlme, 1t Was hypothe51zed that patrons who "“7

’ﬁsteal bools do so in reSppnse to academlc pressufe., If C e

. e e ~

:;' some of. the pressures spurrlng 11brary book theft come '7_-&

dlrectly frgm the pressurcs as a, student this research dld

1

R research topic for.educators.f~

-

v

-~

. not cIarlfy these preSsgres- ?erhaps thls isc a. po551ble

)

P
.

) ~

P ’ :: . PN

Lo - The Commcrce Library has xeported a drop 'in loss rate -© .-
: ".from 6 to 0,4 per cent (Smiley:, 1975) since the 1nstalla- v
" tion of electronic dcv1ces._ ‘ . -

98
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For.the~mdst7part, the opﬁQions and demographic
variables of stealers did mot differ markedly from the
non-stealers. When significant differencés do.occur, it
is difficulg to be sure if these differencés are duc to
actual variation in the opinipns of the Q%ealefs or if

they dare -due to the small number of $tea1er§ in the sample®

Suggestions For Further Resecarch ”

-

Given the 1limitation and findings of this study

the following suggested ﬁesearch brojects may clarify the .

. componenhts of the library book theft phenoméﬁon:

1. Examine the effect in attitudé change produced by
the introduction of electronic deV1des and ques-
tionnaires copcerning book theft. :

2. Study other library ‘settings to flnd out 1f the
problem and its ¢onsequences are percelved as in
this research . : ' ¥

,\

3. 'therV1ew book thieveés to explore other motlv -
‘tions, -methods of.hookitheft, and thc degrea nd
nature of _gToup su 01t";‘a
. ot . ’ o ’ ‘

”Examlne book' theft, at smail unlver51tlcs to refheck

‘ ‘ﬂ‘ the idea that thef%-mav be. affected’ by size. thJ N
1 . may .also be a way of testlng how burgaucracy )
oo Tt uaffects book theft. " P . :«;;;

[ .
g - .- ,
P B -

T 'ﬁ. AEXamlne the attltudes towards book theft in othé1

ce e % large. universities either: wvhere the students are.
“~’_"-more polltlcally ‘in¢lined "or where thé unlver51ty
. . is not as well ofganzzed as’ The tho State ‘
=2, U, University.

Yo

-
<

* As notc& in the scccion dqscu551ng booL thieves' oplnlons,
‘altholigh the number of book. thieves was small, it secms
- to be, soméwhat’ reasonable con51der1ng the estlmates of

’ .
| ‘- [ 1

! ‘ /

)
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Obtain a larger sample of book thieves, perhaps by
sampling in libraries, to see if the perccived
attitudes and participation in library book theft
are similar to those who admitted.book theft as
originally hypothesized in this rescarch.

Explore grade point as an intervening variable-in
academic pressure. _ y

Examine type of books stolen in greater detail.

(I
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CHAPTER V. C?NFLUSION

A , \
| The purposc of this study has been to explore the
motivations behind, the methods of and the ways to curdb
11brary\book theft at The Ohio State University. Four
areas of fhe literature were drawn upon to guide the .
research. These areas eglt with library factors, bureau-

cratic factors; universi setting factors, and white
" .

collar crime factgrs Some hypotheses dfawn from these
7

include: electronlc devices will curb book theft, peoplé
steal books in pollzical protest aoalnst the unlver51ty,
size and purpose of 1li rary affects where book theft .
occurs, book thieves stéal for kicks, book theft. is a form
of gang behavior, people g;cal books because of academic
pressure and people are amBE%ous ip their definition of
book theft. ' \\ ‘

The. 'case study method &gs'Lséd b;cause this study
was explorﬁxory in nature. A quésﬁioﬁngire distributed in

mass to nlhe classes at The Ohio State University served

»

%kthe pr1nc1pal research tool. Thrce hundred and eighty =
qu

\
stionnaires were analyzed. Ninctean of these were

.

. 4' N \

1 O 3' !
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compléted by book thieves. Book thieves were ascertained
by self-reparting éechniques. Chi-?huare was used to-
determine the significant differgnces betﬁeen.étealers and
non-stealers. It was also used to detérmine'independence
between the Cdmponents of the set; of hypotheses.

The sample was fairly representative of The Ohio
State University student population of the fall of 1975.
A proportionately greater number of juniors and seniors
were included in the sample because they have been shown
to use the library more frequently than underclassmen.
The occupation of the stealers' parent and the typé'of
library use were the only demographic variables on which
stealers and non-stealers differ significantiy. A grbater
proportion of the stealers in this'study were arts and
humanities students and were dependent on themselves to
meet their current educational expenses. Motivations,
concerning material deprivation were most often thougﬁtbe
the sample to be frequent motivations for book theft. A
greater portion of the stealers felt that stiff COmbetition
and pressure for getting 'good" grades were frequent 5
motivations for book theft than did the total sample. As
described by the opinions of the sample, book theft
aﬁpcars to be a spontancous act and the book thief develops
his own methods for stcaling books. The most common method
appears to be carrying out the book in a purse or satchel.

Stealers and non-stealers alike think electronic devices
1

104
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are an effective méah§-for curbing book theft. Finally,.
this resedrch does not sﬁpport one set of hypothesesfjn
its entirety: Although the sample viewed The Ohioh%tate
University as bureaucratic, students did not think that

stéaiing books was done in protest against the univérsity.
Further, while fhe total sample perceived less risk steal-

ing books from a large library, the stealers’did not |
perceive a diffefénce in risk betweenwa large and alsmall |

\

library. Similarly, those in the total s mple who

perceived differencein guilt in stealing. from gffferent
- Y

kinds of libraries said they would geel\le //gui{;y‘steal-

ing from the main libfary. ConVefsely, the steélers saii////”,,
they would feel less guilty stealing from a department™

library. . These -findings contradict Smiggl's (1970) hypo-

. . r
theses that people are more likely to steal from larger’

‘organizations. o

In the same manner, the opinions of the stealers
and non-stealers indicaté that the motivation of kicks and
book theft as a gang behavior are not applicgble’£6 tﬁg
library bggk;;hg??ﬂgﬁénomenon.~ Lastly, this research sug-

gests that book theft is a form éf white collar crime. \

While material deprivation is considerced a frequent moti-

ﬁation, the research did not identify the pressures that
affect the person in his role as a student. Although

the attitudes of the stealer, the stecalers' "best friends"

and parents appear to béﬁsignificantly different from ﬁ/;
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of book theft.// these people book theft i's less

¢ ..

"wrong" thﬁjkgg the total sample. . E .

' ‘Finally, although the sample of stealers is small,
it scems reasonable considering the estimations made by .
the librarians at The Ohio State University. If one
combines the éata librarians gathéred iﬁ'theiy 1973-75 study
and the-data of this research it appears the loss rate
hovers around 10 per cent of students or approiimately
$70,000 worth of missing books. s N

In conclusion, this research has described the
methods inﬁqlved in, the considéfations of, éﬁd the moti-
vations bghipd library book theft on the basis of the

»

i ! 3 3
opinions of stealers and non-stealers. The findings served

.to clarify some factors apparently not involved in book

theft, namely kicks as a motivation and gang behavior as

a form, Furthér, this research has suggested dlibrary

book theft as a forw/;f white collar crime:- This research
howeﬁcr; has coﬁtributed'a description by participants in

library book theft and by the students. In this way, this

‘research has bcéun to fill the gap presént in the litera-

“ture on library book theft and has pointed the way for

further research. Finally, this research may be used by
librarians when they evaluate means to deter book theft. |
It may also aid librarians in determining the financial a
circulation goals the library wants to“méet. Although this

study focused only on academic libraries, and it is' not .

106
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tpwn if patrons of academic libraries are similar to 1
'« . library patrons outside the academic setting, the following) ' 1
y'discussion might also be useful to librarians outside the 1
- academic coﬁmunity. %

The opinions of stcalers and non-stealers alike,
indicate that financial léss is not the most important
conse ugngg\of library book theft. To these people,
depriving other patrons of the library book is the worst
conscquence of this theft. It indeed may be that in an abso-
lute sense stealing liBrary books is as wrong as stealing
§ any other item. Yet given the fact that students feel the
- most appropriate punishment is taking away library - .
privileges for a year, it,is questionable if publicly
. ’ labeling library éook.thefg as a crime would be acceptable
by the academic community; While the threat of prosecu-
_tion may deter the crime, employing the proper structure
necessa;y to apprehend and prosecute tudents may be
difficuit.* For example, how would the university comﬁunify ]
. . feel abéut having police officers around the library and " Zﬁ“’"j?
arresting book thieves? This research indicatgéfhat.moét ‘
students fecl fiﬁes of $50.00 or more dﬁg jail sentences
are inappropriafe punishments. Further, it is doubtful

_ police‘would give this crime high priority imless the

university community strongly demanded it, if then.

* Not cnough time has passed to evaluate the recent action

of the library to use the Ohio Code". : S
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Sincc this and other studies ‘indicate that‘theft is
/
a result of need perhaps the best solution to the, book

’tﬁk{t problem is to supply more books. The librarians

”

and the community believe that a wide circﬁlation is the
’ most important function of'thg~library. Perhdps thén, /
librarians should spend money that would go' for security

guards, turnstiles or electronic devices on'extra copies .

~
[

of popular and current books. The researchér is not’ .
v hel
suggesting that eliminating protection devices would stop.

{
book theft' What the researcher is suggesting 4is thht . ‘
money spent on these deV1ces might be betterrgpent on

buying multlple cop1es of frequently used- books.’ Whlle &

the cost may be the same,4the potential for meeting' -
. .. . !
the goal of wide circulation is greater Further hy/

concertrating on what books are most freqtently used and v -,

-

; - wanted the librarians will be more concerned W1th " j}:’

‘ ,-, fulfilling the needs of their™patrons and the univer-' L.
Nz sity community(reéher than liﬁitiqg the opportunities- '

’/y/c for fulfilling those needs, Is that not what 1ibra&ians %

,;7shou1d be concerned with in the First place? .
oo ) e N
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRES

L4

LIBRARY BOOK THEFT

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine some of.
the factars concerning library book loss at Ohio State.

Please do NOT put your name on this qucstionnaire.
steps are being taken to guarantee your anonymity.

Several
Since

many of the questions concern attitudes, there are no
necessarily right or wrong answers.
question as completely and honestly as possible.

Please answer each

These questions déal with your opinion and experience with
book loss at the OSU libraries in the last year.

1'

How often have you been a
able to find a book you b
wanted at OSU libraries c
within, the last school d
year? s \

‘Do you think the prin¢i- a.

ple reason could not \
find the book was... !\’

What, ‘in your opinion a,
is the worst conse- &~
quence. of book theft%- b,

| T

|

_ 105
. 110

"0 times

1-3 times
4-6 times
more than 7 times

because you did not
understand how to use
the library system
because the book was
not listed in the card
catalpg

because- the book was
mis-shelved

because the book was
stolen

financial cost ta the
university _
inconvenience to the
patron because-the
person wastes time

it makes the person~ .
frustrated

it deprives other
patrons of the_use of
the book

i




4, ¥What do you estimate is .
the dollar loss to Ohio .
- State University each . -
year because ob book

thcf.t? - ¢

How effective or ineffective would each of the following
techniques be in curbing book theft?

2

. effective
somewhat effective

ineffective

S.‘To install electronic
devices like Check Point
p in the Commerce Ligggnyf

o

Pt

/

6. To have a student security a effective
guard at the exit. b. = somewhat effective
- . . ' c.. ineffective
7. To heavily fine ($15.00 .. .a. ~—  effective
or morc) anyone appre- ‘. b, ~  somewhat effective
hended for stealing a book ¢. _ _ ineffective
8. To have more xeroxing a. . effective
machine® b. somewhat effective
‘ c. __ ineffective
9. To have a publicity a. . effective .
" campaign explaining b. T somewhat effective
the bad consequences of c. ___ ineffective
book theft N
. NEXT, These questions are designed to tap youf opinion on
' why people steal books.
People steal books because ... . . -
10. They feel they don't have a. ____ often
enough time to use the b. sometimes
books in the library c. ___ rarely .
; - @
11. They cannot afford to . a. ____ often
. buy a book for a course b. ___ sometimes
o or project c. ___ rarely
12, They feel pressured to ~ a=x often
get good grades and feel b, ____ sometimes
an extra reference or c. rarely ’
text will get them a -
better grade )
13, Xeroxing*is too expensiv, a. ____ often
‘ b. sometimes
g c. ___ rarely

L .




14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

20.

21.

T

|‘| |

often
somctimes
rarely N

often
sometimes
rarely )

often
sometimes
rarely -

It serves ds a protest a.
against OSU. THhey think b.
OSU is like 'big c.
business"
To see whether'fhcy'can _a.
outsmart the library b.
personnel c.
Competitiop is stiff and a.
they want %o make sure b.
no one elsg uses the c.
book
How many bpoks has your
best frieni taken?,
Library book theft,is... _a.
b.
c.
. d.
How many timﬁé'a week do a,
you use thej OSU.library .b.
System? ¥ .. C.
d.
(Ché&k~as many ‘as apply) a,
I use the library...._ b.
. c.
’ d.
. 3
. Please select
the following situations .
The book thicf is a pre- .a.
med student|whose motive b,
is to keecp a chemistry
text so nong of the per-
son's fellop students
,could use it C.
. d.

112
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|

|

the one best response for people in ea;h of

1

-3 times .-

ok because books are
part of the learning
resources of the univer-
sity and belong to the,
student '
morally wrong . v
illegal "
111ega1 and should be

‘punished

0 tlmes : ) S

4-5 times - ]
more than 6> times -

to- study .
to use Peference books
and research materials
to study only during

midterms and finals

for leisure readjing

. r

.

no penalfy

told to return the book -

and then lectured by a
librdrian en theﬂevils
of book theft

take away the person's
library pr1V1lcges for
a year

5 days in jail and

- SSO fine,

.

¢




e

22. The book thief is

son whose father earn
less than $10,000 a year
The thief stedls a toxt:
and reference books to

study, for a history test,

¢

Y I
[

o ’

. 23, Hew would yolir best

[y

frlegd react to someone
who stole a boopk Erom
ﬁhe Ilbrary7 ol

, L. e .
‘ B “
.

‘Hdw'ﬁqdld your famity?

|
!
|
l

- 24, If you were to steal a

book:which nethod would

e you use?

Y
'

25. Dg you think people

generally...

13

E

,.26,4Do ydu think péoﬁle:..

113

@)

a pqr-.

a.

I'H-I'{,ll.lll'

told to'return the book

|

'I‘H

108
6 months in jail and
$1,000 fine
no penalty
and then lectured by a

librarian on the evils
of book theft

‘take away the person's

11brary privileges for
a year
5 days in jail and $50

fine
6 months in Ja11 and
$1,000 fine

strOh%]y approve
approve

.uncertain

disapprove
strongly disapprove

strongly approve
approve

uncertain
disapprove

strongly disapprove

writing in a false-date

hiding in clothing

carrying in purse.or
satchel

other; please specify.

$

spontaneously decide
to take a book

plan to take a book
before they use the
library that day er.

' night

learn from thelr
friends how to take
books

OR

develop methods to
take books by then-
selves _ p
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These questions deal with characterlstlcs of people

f1111ng out this questionnaire

27.

28"

La ¥

29,
30.

31.

What is your sex? a. male |
u b. female

What is the occupatlon(ﬂ’yourrnncntsmho contributes the
most to your family's income? Please list the exact

title, his or her responsibilities.

—

What is his or her highest level of education?

——

Your family's combined income is

a. less than §§“000 a year
b. " $ 5,000 - $%9,999 a year
c. $10 000 - $14,99% a year
d. — $15,000 -3 $24,999 a year
e. SZS 000 of more a year

How much of ypur living a.

and school expenses does b.

your family pay for? c.. %

. b d ° I

: 0. T 100% |
( ‘ i
What is your major (department)? ' ~
What is your class rank?
o a. ' first quarten freshman ° :
. b. " freshman . . T
c. ___ sophomore
. d, junior
e. " senior:
N graduate (Master's level)’
g. ___ graduate (Ph.D: level) ;
‘h., __ professional, please specify ‘
i. *_;_other pleasé specify ‘

How many books have you ever stolen (borrowed without
letting the' 11brary know) ‘from the OSU 11brar1es7
|
]
. ) ‘l
PleasF estimate the average value of each book

-
|
}
i

114
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‘32. If you stole

rowed without
library know) wi
you do with it?

33. Do you think there is \
less risk stealing a \.
book from a ...

34. Would you feel less
guilty stealing a book
from ...

35. Would you recommend to
* your best friend to
attend OSU?

I1f yes,would it be
because...

36. You like the type of"
educational system

istration seems to Qare
about the rights an
privileges of the
students

37. The university admi§§

38. There is little '"red

tape" at OSU

39. Students have a say in
the way professors
teach, how money is
spent in the p011c1es in
gencral

Please
the questionnaire on the back
naire.
buting them today. \

-

115
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a. return it eventually

b. ___ keep it for a-collec-
tion

c. sell it

d. ___ forget about the book
and with time keep it

e. __ didn't stcal the book

a. ___ large library at OSU

b. ___ small library at OSU

a\ ___ your department's

library

b, the main 11brary

c. the reference room

d. __\all equally

e. ___ none of them

o

]

[

[w i V)
o
[@ 2 ¢+]
w0
7~
-

o
pes
o
-

a, yes

-

write any comments and suggestions you have about

of the LAST nage of the question-

Then return the questionnaire to the lady distri-

THANK YOU
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APPENDIX B . |
b s * \ /
The Ohio State University Poll's Distribution of Fall 1976 !

Students,The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio
TABLE 41 i
Field of Study

'ber Cent ~ Number

Agriculture 7 (24)
Social and behavioral 10 (31)
L ]
Arts and humanities 8. (26)
Physical and bieclogical science . 10 . (29)
Professional - ; 18 ' ; (54)
Business administration  , 12 S (37)
Education ‘” _17 ~(54)
Engineering ' E . a (21)
Other . o <10 (29)
.,‘ ’/ - . - ’v
Total o/ -+ . 100 ! 305
a - TABLE 42
’ Class Rank"
Per Cé%t . Nﬁmber:’

Graduate ‘15 X 626)
Seniors - 37 - '(114)

© Juniors - ' 19 (59)
Sophomores 19 (57) \
Freshmen : .. 15 . (47) .
Total . 100 305
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TABLE 43
Parent's Occupation
fcr Cent  Number
Businessmen 39 (121)
White collar 21 (66)‘
Blue collar 21 (66)
Farmers ) 2 (7)
Uﬁemployed-' ké (16)
Don't know or not applicable 16 (29)
Total 100 " 305
. .
) . 'I:ABLE 44
Parent's Incomg
’ Per Cent  Number
Greater than $40,00d 8 (26)
$30,000 - $39,999 1_ 6 (19)
$24,000 - $29,999 2 7 (20)
$18,000 - $23,999. %’ 13 (39)
$14,000 - $17,999 ig‘ 11 (35)
$11,000 - $13,999 { 10 (29)
$ 8,000 - $10,999 /;, L N 7 (22)
Léss than $9,999 | | 6 . (18)
Don't know or not.applicaBIe 32 (97)
'_I’otal. - 117. 100 ° _-vi()“g"l .
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